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THE LIBRARY OF PHILOSOPHY. 


Tne LIBRARY OF PHILOSOPHY is in the fırst in- 
stance a contribution to the History of Thought. While 
much has been done in England in tracing the course of evo- 
lution in nature, history, religion, and morality, comparatively 
little has been done in tracing the development of Thought 
upon these and kindred subjects, and yet “the evolution of 
opinion is part of the whole evolution.” 

This Library will deal mainly with Modern Philosophy, 
partly because Ancient Philosophy has already had a fair share 
of attention in this country through the labours of Grote, 
Ferrier, and others, and more recently through translations 
from Zeller ; partly because the Library does not profess to 
give a complete history of thought. | 

By the co-operation of different writers in carrying out this 
plan, it is hoped that a completeness and thoroughness of treat- 
ment otherwise unattainable will be secured. It is believed, 
also, that from writers mainly English and American fuller 
consideration of English Philosophy than it has hitherto re- 
ceived from the great German Histories of Philosophy may 
be looked for. In the departments of Ethics, Economics, and 
Politics, for instance, the contributions of English writers to 
the common stock of theoretic discussion have been especially 
valuable, and these subjects will accordingly have special pro- 
minence in this undertaking. 

Another feature in the plan of the Library ıs its arrange- 
ment according to subjects rather than authors and dates, 
enabling the writers to follow out and exhibit in a way 
hitherto unattempted the results of the logical development of 
particular lines of thought. 

The historical portion of the Library is divided into two 
sections, of which the first contains works upon the develop- 
ment of particular schools of Philosophy, while the second ex- 
hibits the history of tlieory in particular departments. The 
third series contains original contributions to Philosophy, and 
the fourth translations of valuable foreign works. 

To these have been added, by way of Introduction to the 
whole Library, (1) an English translation of Erdmann’s “ Hıs- 
tory of Philosophy,” long since recognised in Germany as the 
best; (2) translations of standard foreign works upon Philosophy. 


J. H. MUIRHEAD, 
General Editor. 
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“A SPLENDID monument of patient labour, critical acumen, and admirable 
methodical treatment. . „ . Itis not too much to predict that, for the library 
of the savant, for the academical student, whose business it is to be primed in 
the wisdom of the ages, and for the literary dilettante, who is nothing if not well 
up in ‘things that everybody ought to know,’ these volumes will at once become a 
necessity for purposes, at least, of reference, if not of actual study. . . . \We 
possess nothing that can bear any comparison with it in point of completeness.”— 
Pall Mall Gazette. 


“It is not necessary to speak of the great merits of Erdmann’s Zistaory of 
Philosophy. Its remarkable clearness and comprehensiveness are well known. 
. The translation is a good, faithful rendering, and in some parts even 
reaches a high literary level. "_ Professor JoHN WATSON, in Zlie Week, of Canada. 


“It is matter of real congratulation, in the dearth still of original English or 
American work over the whole field of historical philosophy, that by the side of the 
one important Gerinan compend of this gencration, the other, so well fitted to serve 
as its complement, is now made accessible to the English-speaking student.” — 
Mind. 

“It has been long known, highly esteemed, and in its successive editions has 
sought to make itself more worthy of the success it has justly achieved. Erd- 
mann’s work is excellent. His history of medisval philosophy especially deserves 
attention and praise for its comparative fulness and its admirable scholarship. 
- . . lt must prove a valuable and ınuch-needed addition to our philosophical 
works." — Scolsman,. 


“The combination of qualities necessary to produce a work of the scope and 
grade of Erdmann’s is rare. Industry, accuracy, and a fair degree of philosophic 
understanding may give us a work like Ueberweg's ; but Erdmann’s history, while 
in no way superseding Ucberweg’s as a hand book for gencral use, yet occupies a 
(different position. Erdmann wrote his book, not as a reference book, to give in 
brief compass a digest of the writings of various authors, but as a genuine history 
of philosophy, tracing in a genetic way the development of thought in its treat- 
ment of philosophic problems. Its purpose is to develop philosophic intelligence 
rather than to furnish information. When we add that, to the successful execution 
of this intention, Erdmann unites a minute and exhaustive knowledge of philo- 
sophic sources at first hand, equalled over the entire field of philosophy probably 
by no other one man, we are in a condition to form some idea of the value of the 
book. To the student who wishes, not simply a general idea of the course of 
philosophy, nor a summary of what this and that man has said, but a somiewhat 
detailed. knowledge of the evolution of thought, and of what this and the other 
writer have contributed to it, Erdmann is indispensable ; there is no substitute.”-— 
Professor JOHN DEWEY, in ZAe Andover Review. 


“It is a work that is at once compact enough for the ordinary student, and full 
enough for the reader of literature. . . . Atonce systematic and interesting.” 
Journal of Education. 


“ The translation into English of Erdmann’s History of Phslosophy is an 
important event in itself, and in the fact that it is the first instalment ot an under- 
taking of great significance for the study of philosophy in this country. Apart, 
however, from its relation to the Library to which it is to serve as an introduction, 
the translation of Erdmann’s Zistory of Philosophy is something for which the 
English student ought to be thankful. . . . A History of past endeavours, 
achievements; and failures cannot but be of great use to the student. Such a His- 
tory, able, competent, trustworthy, we have now in our hands, adequately and 
worthily rendered into our motber-tongue.”— Speclator. 
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Ä PREFACE TO VOLUME SECOND, 


Tre part of the History of Philosophy of which the present 
volume treats I attempted to presentin an extended work, 
the first division of which appeared thirty-three years ago, 
and was separated from the last division by a space of twenty 
years. I may be permitted to say something respecting the 
relation in which the present, probably my last published work, 
stands to that earlier, which was my first. That it is a very 
different one, part by part, every one will readily understand, 
who considers that the first division of the larger work was 
. written when its author had reached his fourth climacteric year, 
the last division, when he had reached the seventh, and that 
now, when he is approaching the ninth, he must naturally find 
the first t0 be more remote and foreign than the last. In fact, 
‚although still firmly convinced to-day, as I was when I began 
my youthful work, that the history of modern philosophy 
begins with Descartes, that its first period, the philosophy of 
the seventeenth century, is pantheistic, its second, that of the 
eighteenth, anti-pantheistic or individualistic, that the latter, 
however, develops in two opposite directions, which terminate 
in the French sensationalist and the German rationalist En- 
lightenment,—I am nevertheless so dissatisfied with the way 
these thoughts are worked out in my earlier book, have vexed 
myself so often with the review of the same, that, although a 
father does not easily cast off his first-born child, and I hence 
have sought to save as much as possible of what was there 
satd, I confessed to myself when the first twenty sheets of 
this volume were ready, that they would have been easier for 
me to prepare had I not myself treated of this period before, 
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and now, besides the study of the philosophers themselves, 
had only such expositions of their doctrines before me as had 
been given to the public since the appearance of my work. 
That among these I had in mind especially the expositions 
of Kuno Fischer, every attentive reader of my book will per- 
ceive. To avoid misconceptions, I note that I was able to use 
the second edition of Fischer's splendid work only on Carte- 
sianism. When the Spinozism appeared in the altered exposi- 
tion, my manuscript was already in the hands of the printer. 

It was quite otherwise with regard to the third period. 
With the exposition of this period, which I gave in the 
last two-volume part of my larger work, and which also 
appeared under the special title, Zxfwickelung der deutschen 
Speculation seit Kant, 1 am still in entire fundamental agree- 
ment. In this case it was not so much a question of saying 
something quite different from what I had said before ; it was 
only necessary to say it much more concisely. A resume of 
my own book, which should compress into twenty sheets what 
originally filled nearly a hundred, I could the more readily 
permit myself to give, as that work—.a confession very painful 
to my literary vanity—belongs to those silent and forgotten 
ones, which have not even called forth a review, much less 
can flatter themselves that they are well known. The abridg- 
ment, however, made it necessary to omit all citations, and 
this circumstance may explain the frequent reference to my 
larger work, where the citations are to be found. 

The explanation that I am still in entire agreement with 
what was said in the Zrtwickelung der deutschen Speculation 
might really have excused me, if I had closed my exposition 
with $ 330. My honoured friend and publisher would pro- 
bably have been rendered a service, if the second volume had 
contained precisely as many leaves as the fırst. Nevertheless, 
I regarded myself as in duty bound to add an appendix of 
upwards of ten sheets, which, if the worth of a piece of work 
were estimated according to the labour it involved, would be 
decidediy the best in my book. But. I now regard it as the 
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least rounded and complete part. In the entire absence, how- 
ever, of predecessors, it was not possible for me to give more 
than I have given. Some years ago a brilliant writer, to whom 
I complained that no one had undertaken to write the history 
of this part of modern philosophy, said that he believed that 
he could do it, but that he was too lazy. He did not attempt 
ıt, and has now passed away. No other has undcrtaken it, 
and so I have made a feceble beginning. To the critic, who 
complains that I have not characterized, indeed not even 
named, this or that philosopher, or this or that book, I reply, 
not with the proud consciousness that I have done it well, 
but with perfect sincerity, because I wish, so long as I live, 
that it may be done, “ Do it better.” 

Without altering the economy of this work, there could 
be added to this appendix, as a second, an exposition of 
French philosophy in the nineteenth century, and as a 
third, one of English. If these Outlines should ever find 
French or English translators, it would properly be their 
matter to supply these additions. Yet again, did its author 
retain enough of the sanguine hope of youth to persuade 
himself that his work would see new editions, and had he by 
that time acquired a sufficient knowledge of the latest French 
and English philosophy to write instructively respecting it, he 
would himself promise two such appendixes for the future. 
Since, however, the first condition will hardly be rcalized, and 
the second as yet is certainly wanting, he may be allowed for 
the present to send forth an appcal to German, French, and 
English scholars to communicate any information respecting 
the latest important phenomena in the philosophical worlds 
of those two peoples, and thus fill a void in our literature, 
which we feel only too keenly. The more he himself has 
come to know the difficulties which beset such a work, the 
greater will be the appreciation with which he, at least, will 
greet every contribution towards it. 
J. E. ERDMANN. 
1866. 


PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 


Here also, as in the case of the first volume, the preface which 
accompanied this volume at its appearance is reprinted without 
alteration, and the present preface will speak only of the dif- 
ferences of the two editions. The designation of the present 
edition not only, like the second edition of the first volume, as 
- *revised,” but as much “ enlarged,” was rendered necessary by 
the fact that three-fourths of the additions made—six sheets 
of the earlier print—belong to the second volume. They will, 
I think, moderate, if not do away with, some of the criticisms 
received. The consideration which Hermes, Bolzano, Wiın- 
dischmann, Molitor, Beckers, Deutinger and Wilhelm Rosen- 
krantz have received will show that my confession has not 
prevented me from attentively observing the philosophical 
movements within the Catholic world. That I have attempted 
to do more justice to Beneke, Fortlage, F. A. Lange and 
Czolbe than heretofore, should appease those who complained 
that I pass hastily over everything which differs widely from 
my own standpoint. And again, may the completely opposite 
stricture, that, oddly enough, precisely those whose views I 
more nearly share are treated too briefly by me, be silenced, 
now that Von Fichteand Kuno Fischer are considered so much 
more fully than before. Further additions were made neces- 
sary by the fact that those who had once been taken up in my 
book could rightly demand that it should now be said what 
they had done since its first appearance. This is particularly 
true of one who I have just heard to-day has been taken from 
us, Leopold Schmid. It is also the case with George, Tren- 
delenburg, Fechner, and Lotze. Finally, additions could not 
be omitted, where new names had made themselves known. 

I know that what has been added will not satisfy all. I 
must beg critics, however, to pay more regard in the present 
instance than is generally done to the purpose, ability, and 
freedom of its author. Yes, to his purpose! For, when the 
“ Appendix” promises expressly an exposition of “ German 
Philosophy since Hegel,” and a complaint is raised against the 
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author in France because he has totally ignored the French ; or 
one arises from the theological quarter, because neither the con- 
flict with the Ultramontanists nor that between the different 
eritical schools is mentioned, both seem to me an encroach- 
ınent upon the liberty, in virtue of which I myself alone deter- 
mined my theme. In like manner, I of course grant every con- 
noisseur the right to expel me as incompetent from the circle 
of expounders of the history of philosophy. If he allows me 
to remain within, however, then it is unjust to expect a giant's 
labour from a dwarf. In justice he can only ask, “ What, 
according to his powers, has the man accomplished ? Has he 
spared trouble and labour to make it easy for himself?" And 
these questions will not cause me to blush. Finally, however, 
I should like to remind the reader who demands more, that 
what is free to the author of a new book, he frequently cannot 
do with a new edition. His book is no longer his ; he shares 
the property with the publisher. 

When the latter, as mine has done, makes no inconsiderable 
sacrifices in order to keep the work as accessible to his circle of 
readers as it has been hitherto, he has a right to demand that 
this should not be made too difficult for him. The position of 
the author, however, who together with these requirements is at 
the same time besieged with the requests of friends, to be sure 
not to leave this or that out of the new edition, is too much like 
steering between Scylla and Charybdis not to be uncomfortable. 
For more than a year I have had to think, day after day, how 
what I would like and was able to do could be harmonized 
with what I felt free to do. Now that the passage is made, 
and I am happy that I can go my way without stopped ears, 
it would be cruel to remind me by criticisms of that painful 
conflict. Spare me, then, reader, and follow for my benefit 
the words of a better than I, with which I close: 


Vive, vale ! Si quid novisti rechius istis, 
Candidus imperti ; si non, his ulere mecum I 
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Ir in the case of the worst, indeed of quite unheard-of crimes, 
the open confession of the accused is taken as a ground for 
mitigating the punishment, why in the case of a misdeed, 
which is surely bad enough, but against which, on account of 
its frequency, our sense has become blunted, may the culprit 
not also hope for this benefit of the law : in the case, namely, 
where one has had printed what is worthless ? That this is 
his case, the author of the present work confesses, not indeed 
respecting his entire second volume—he is still too proud for 
that— but respecting the last eleven sheets of the same, pre- 
cisely the part which has cost him the most trouble and labour. 
While my exposition of the history of modern philosophy 
down to the death of Hegel, and that part of the Appendix 
which treats of the dissolution of the Hegelian school, has te 
my eyes gained in completeness and proportion with each new 
edition, and now in view of what I have added to the earlier 
treatment on Spinoza, on Clarke at Zimmermann’s instigation, 
on Adam Smith, on Kant, on Gruppe and others, the third 
edition pleases me much better than the first and second, it 
has gone just the opposite way with what the last five sections 
contain. I myself was most nearly satisfied when eleven 
years ago I attempted for the first time to delineate conten- 
poraneous philosophy for the reading public ; already much 
less satisfied, when three years later the second edition was 
printed ; to-day even the most angry critic cannot be more 
convinced than I am myself, that what I give does not meet 
the demands which one may make of such adelineation. This 
is not, however, inexplicable. Already in the first edition, I 
had admitted, in $ 343, that I was not able to study thoroughly 
all the philosophical works that then appeared. And at that 
time whole movements which control the present, such, for 
example, as I recently heard called the brochure-philosophy, 
had not arisen. And to-day? Only the lack of predecessors 
and coadjutors remains. For although I at once acknowledge 
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with thanks that I have obtained fruitful suggestions from the 
critical characterizations of special lines by Von Hartmann, 
Vaihinger and others, I have nevertheless always had fırst 
to weld these works, like single reviews, into a whole, in order 
to see how those of different öpinions judged of the writers 
which I had considered. Only a single book that gives in its 
title contemporaneous philosophy as its sole subject has fallen 
in my way. I cannot say, however, that it has helped me 
much, much less that its author seems to me to be he whom 
my preface to the first edition has conjured up by its exorcism, 
“ Do it better”! 

Under these circumstances, it will readily be believed that 
when it was announced to me that the second edition was sold 
out, the pleasure of a third was quite destroyed by the thought 
of the “ Appendix.” I said to myself that if my book was 
to be complete in itself and evenly worked out, one of two 
things must be done, neither of which it was free to me to 
do. Ziuher 1 could—and I thought of this seriously for 
some time—combine the first part of the Appendix, the dis- 
solution of the Hegelian School, under some such title as 
the “ Reception and Fate of the Hegelian System,” with 
the exposition of this system, and thus incorporate it into 
the book itself, which would then, since the second 'half of 
the Appendix would be suppressed, appear without suppie- 
ment. I recollected, however, that I did not occupy in 
reference to the public the free position of an author who 
laıd a new work before it; that to those of my readers to 
whom precisely this part was most important, an injustice 
would be done if they did not find in the new edition what 
above allthey wished to know, namely whether I to-day judged 
of the phenomena which were wholly new eight years ago, as 
I didthen ; how I viewed the latest, etc. Or I might attempt, 
so far as my powers were adequate to the task, to describe 
the events since Hegel with completeness. Thenthe Appen- 
dıx to my Ou£lines would become a third volume ; and this was 
forbidden me by a second obligation, that namely wbich rests 
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upon one who does not write a new book, but revises an 
old one—to consult the publisher's interest. This straitened 
position, to which my preface to the second edition alluded, 
and which even then poisoned the pleasure of a new edition, 
has turned my pleasure at this third edition, as already said, to 
disgust. For I have notconcealed from myself for a moment 
that the public has a right to demand more than I have here 
given. This explains the fact that I have confined myself to 
those writers who were already referred to in the earlier edi- 
tions ; when, however, these have since that time rewritten 
earlier works, or published new ones, I have of course given an 
account ofthe same. This is the case with Lange, Strauss, 
Czolbe, Von Fichte, Wilhelm Rosenkrantz, Von Hartmann, 
Ulrici, Fechner, Lotze, and others. New names I haveeither 
entirely passed over, or only mentioned in order to indicate 
the place which I assign to their bearers. The exception I 
have madc in the case of Dühring is the result, not zerely 
of the latest events, which have reminded many of what the 
Vaudois—then subject to Berne—said to Voltaire : “ Vous 
vez derit contre le bon Dieu; cest fort mal, mais Il vous le 
pardonnera. Vous avez ecrit contre Jesus Christ; cest pis 
encore, mais ]l vous le pardonnera. Mais n’eerivez pas 
contre Leurs Exeellences, Elles ne vous le pardonneraient 
jamais.' That with such disproportionate treatment no 
good, indecd no tolerable, book can result, goes without 
sayıng. My work does not wish to pass for such. It pro- 
fesses to give nothing more than a collection of material, 
or rather, only a contribution towards such a collection, 
which might assist any one who undertook actually to 
characterize all the philosophical works of the last three or 
four decades. May the judges of what I have done not 
fail to bear this in mind, and accept it as an extenuating 
circumstance. 

J. E. ERDMANN. 
Ban Viıchr, 
27th Aug., 1877. 
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Ix spite of its breach with tlıe Middle Ages, and of its op- 
position to them, the modern world is still characteristically 
Christian. Christianity, indeed, no longer consists in being 
spiritually minded, z.e., in enmity to the world. Instead of 
this, it now requires that man, while living altogether in the 
world, should also live an inner and altogether spiritual life. 
The solution of this problem is found in the transformation of 
the world by Christianity, z.e., by the new spirit (of reconcilia- 
tion, :zd. N 118). This spiritualizing of the world implies at 
once a positive and a negative relation towards it, so that 
modern thinkers have fallen heir to the problems which 
Antiquity and the Middle Ages had to face. In the period of 
transition, pagan love of the world, or worldiy-mindedness, 
appeared side by side with the hatred of the world, or un- 
worldliness, that characterized the Middle Ages. This ıs not 
what is looked for now. Man is to overcome the world. 
He is no longer to be merely worldiy-minded : he is to be 
that, and something more than that. This problem trans- 
cends the two earlier ones by combining them. Its solution 
lies in finding satisfaction in a world born of the Spirit. 
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Joh. Gottl Buhle: Geschichte der neueren Philosophie seit der Epoche der 
Wiederherstellung der Wissenschaften. Göttingen, 1800-5. 6 vols. 
Ludw. Feuerbach: Geschichte der neueren Philosophie. Y\ol. I. (from 
Bacon to Spinoza). Ansb., 1833. znd vol. (Leibnitz), 1837. My own: 
Versuch einer wissenschaftlichen Darstellung der Geschichte der neueren 
Philosophie. Three parts in six vols. Leipz., Vogel, 1334-53. Kuno 
Fischer : Geschichte der neueren Philosophie. Mannheim, Bassermann, 
ı854 fl. (So far six volumes. Of vols. I.-IV. a second edition ap- 
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peared 1865-69, in which the first two are thoroughly revised, and the " 


next two [Kant] but lite altered.. ’The fifth [1869] goes as far as 
Fichte inclusive ; the sixth, which treats of Schelling, gives his biography 
in the first book [1872]). [Later editions of Fischer’s works have since 
appeared.. Munich, Bassermann.—Ep.]—Chr. A. Thilo: Kurse prag- 
maltische Geschichte der neueren Philosophie. Cöthen, 1874. 


In accordance with the character of the different epochs, 
modern philosophy has to rise above the philosophical wisdom 
of the ancients and the theoloßical wisdom of the Middle 
Ages. Notheories will meet the requirements of modern times, 
nor deserve the name of philosophy (vz@. $ 4), except such as 
recognise both the here, or real, of antiquity, and the hereafter, 
or ideal, of the Middle Ages, and attempt to reconcile the two. 
Any system which left one of these sides out, of account, or 
which did not admit that there was a point where the two 
coincided, would cease to be philosophical. And the differ- 
ence between systems depends upon the different manner in 
which these two sides are’ conceived of (as extension and 
thought, as nature and spirit, as real and rational, etc.), and in 
a special degree upon the different methods of reconciling 
them. In the latter lies the main feature, and, therefore, the 
real principle of any system of modern philosophy. In the 
period of transition from the Middle Ages, there appeared 
side by side the philosophers who forgot God, and the mystics 
who despised the world. They showed where the point was 
to be found from which both natural and supernatural know- 
ledge are seen to be subordinate and partial aspects of a 
whole. For the Microcosmos of the former, and the Micro- 
theos or, “God in miniature,” of Böhme, ıs man, whose 
function is to introduce thoughts of God into the world, 
to lead it to God. When philosophy becomes know- 
ledge of man, it does more than merely transcend the 
one-sidedness of knowledge of the Cosmos, and of know- 
ledge of God; it now for the first time corresponds to 
our idea of it (vzd. $$ 2 and 3). Henceforth the path that 
philosophy follows is not to reach self by starting from the 
world or from God, but to start from self and find one's way 
back to a world and to God. 
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If the mind is to find satisfaction in a world of its own con- 
struction, it must begin by destroying that which it finds in 
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annihilated), so that it becomes not bread and wine, but flesh 
and blood (in him who enjoys it). Similarly, it was directed 
in the second place, against everything in which the now 
dreaded Church had opposed itself to the rational and justi- 
fiable interests of the world (vd. supra, $ 227). The fact that 
Luther :married and set up a household, was the most daring 
protest against monastic vows; and it was one of his greatest 
acts of reformation. For he did not, like so many modern 
heroes of the faith, become a Reformer in order that he 
might marry. It was rather the other way. 
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If we turn now to the S/a/e, we find that the pressure of 
the Church from above, and the independence of the great 
vassals beneath, had prevented it from attainıny sovereign 
power. The revolt against the authority of the Church and 
the subjugation of the vassals—both the work, for the most 
part; of the same princes,—mark the breach with the existing 
state of affairs, the protest directed against it. The purely 
negative character of this task makes the men that perform it 
wear an aspect that is almost diabolical. In place of the time- 
honoured powers there is all at once set up another, and that a 
power which is a direct product of the human mind. This is 
politics, which, just because it is a thing of the mind, appears 
to be more powerful than what have hitherto been regarded 
as realities-—the Church, privileges of birth, chartered rights, 
and which has therefore justly earned the name of the 
modern fate. In form, this new power is an idea, a work of 
the mind; what it really signifies, is the sovereignty of the 
State. For the guiding principles of the great exponents 
of politics, —the great English queen and the still greater 
French minister,—are, in foreign affairs, the balance of power, . 
and at home, absolute monarchy, before which everything, 
even the monarch himself, must bow. 
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Lastly, we come to /he relation between Church and State. 
In classical times religion had been looked upon as entirely 
national, and entirely an affair of the State In the Middle 
Ages the condition of things was completely reversed, and a 
situation arose which is very aptly described by the term 
“Church-State.” This latter was in turn found inadequate ; 
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and the demand for an absolute separation of the two spheres 
was the protest against what had hitherto been in vogue. 
This purely negative attitude sufficed only for a short time. 
In theory and in practice the entirely novel idea of a national 
Church and a national episcopate asserted its supremacy over 
men’s minds. Here, too, just as in purely ecclesiastical and 
purely civil life, the (negative) protest against the existing 
state of affairs received its (positive) completion in the 
impulse to organize. If the principle of protest be called 
Protestantism, and if the application of the word be extended 
beyond the sphere of religion, the modern spirit which breaks 
with the past, may be called Protestantism. But since this 
negative activity everywhere has as a complement, the positive 
impulse towards reconstruction, the first period of the modern 
era may fıtly be called the period of organızalion, 
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Men’s minds were so much occupied with the work, that 
they were not at once conscious of the sense in which, and 
the principle on which, organization was proceeding. It was 
not until the seventeenth century that philosophy formulated 
what had been a motive of action as early as the sixteenth. 
When dogma was being once more established, no question 
was asked, save what the sacred spirit predominant in the 
community said (“ zosir! docent”); where the individual ap- 
pealed to the powerful (individual) spirit within him, Luther 
would have none of it. Further, in politics nothing was 
heard of save the good of the State, or the general weal ; 
to such an extent was this the case, that the well-being 
of every individual, even of the king and his minister, was 
sacriiced to the well-being of the whole. Finally, the con- 
stitution of the Church, in the spirit of the strictest terri- 
torialism, delegated rights only to the national Church, and 
none to individual communities or individual persons ; people 
were not allowed even to wear hats according to their own 
taste. For all these reasons the only general maxim to 
which the philosophy of the seventeenth century could give 
expression, was to pay no heed to the individual. In other 
words, it was bound to exhibit that tendency which is called 
pantheistic because most of those who took account only of 
the whole or the all, have called this whole God. If that 
word is to be avoided, and if such new names as Totalism, 
Pantism, or Universism are not to be employed, it may be 
expressed otherwise by saying that in this period systems of 
6 
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Descartes and bis School. 


Francisque Bouillier: ZZestosre de la philosophie Cartesienne. 2 vols. Paris. 
1854 (zrd ed. 1868). MM. Ph. Damiron: Zssa‘ sur P’histoire de la 
Philosophie en France au zuii”“ Siedle. 2 vols. Paris, 1846. 
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DescAarTEsS’ LIFE AND WRITINGS. 


Ren£ DEscARTEs was born on March zıst, 1596, at La 
Haye in the province of Touraine. To distinguish himself 
irom the older members of the family, he took the surname 
of Perron, from an estate which he afterwards inherited. In 
Latin he appears as Renalus Cartesius, but he himself always 
objected strongly to the Latinizing of his familyname. From 
his eighth to his eighteenth year he was educated at the Jesuit 
College of La Fläche, recently founded by Henry IV. The 
study of poetry, mathematics, and philosophy resulted in his 
falling into the scepticism that was so common among the 
cultured men of his day; and during a considerable period, 
he entirely eschewed scientific pursuits. For a while he gave 
himself up altogether to aristocratic accomplishments and 
amusements, especially gaming. Even then, however, his 
theoretical cast of mind asserted itself. Not only did he 
fence, but he also composed a treatise on the art of fencing. 
This dissipation, which belongs to the period of his first stay 
in Paris, lasted only a short time. Then Descartes suddenly 
vanished from the circle of his acquaintances, and for two years 
led the life of a recluse in the very heart of Paris. The con- 
viction that he would attain to a knowledge of the true nature 
of man, not in solitude, but amid the stir of the world, led him 
to volunteer for military service. At first he entered the 
army of the Netherlands. While the troops were in winter 
quarters at Breda, he made the acquaintance of the mathe- 
matician Beeckmann through the solution of a mathematical 
problem ; and for him he wrote at this time (1618) his Com- 
pendium musice. Leaving Holland, he entered the Bavarian 
and then the Imperial service, and took part in several cam- 
paigns during the Thirty Years’ War. From his schoo.-days 
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with the help of experience, one would be in a position to 
decide everything. To this treatise are appended three 
others, which he himself calls examples of its application. Of 
‚these, he tells us, the Diroffrie—a part of his Monde—deals 
with mathematical physics, the Meteors with pure physics, and 
the Geomeiry with pure mathematics. Allthese four treatises 
have had a most important effect on the developement of 
science; the first and the last have been epoch-making. 
Although the work appeared anonymously, every one knew 
who the author was, more especially as he was mentioned by 
name in the very flattering Privilege from the King. Accor- 
dingly the Latin translation, which was executed in 1643 by 
Etienne de Courcelles, and which does not contain the Geo- 
melry, bears the title: Aenalı Cartesii specimina philosophica. 
‚In 1641 there followed : MWeditationes de prima philosophia, 
written in Latin, and really his most important work. Before 
being printed, this was communicated to several men of learn- 
ing, and their objections, together with the replies of Descartes, 
were printed and laid before the public along with the origi- 
nal work. There were six sets of objections ; the seventh, 
those of Pere Bourdin, did not appear until the second 
edition. This great work was first translated into French in 
1647 by the Duke of Luynes, then by Clerselier, and lastly 
by Fede. It was followed in the year 1644 by the Princıpia 
Shtllosophia, also written in Latin, and translated into French 
by the Abbe Picot in 1647. Of the four parts of these Prin- 
cipta, the first, as Descartes himself says, repeats in a more 
exact form the thoughts of the Meditations. Lastly, in 1646: 
Traıte des Passions de Ü Ame was written out for the Princess 
Elizabethı of the Palatinate, with whom Descartes was very 
intimate at the Hague; but it was not till 1649 that it was 
published, at the urgent request of a friend. Immediately 
after the author's death, a Latin version was brought out by 
Elzevir. Summoned by Queen Christine of Sweden to her 
court, Descartes was with difhiculty persuaded to comply with 
the request. The climate, the life, and especially the con- 
straint, which was such a contrast to the perfect independence 
he had hitherto enjoyed, did not suit him. He fell ill, and 
- died on the ııth of February, 1650. After his death, two 
works were published from the papers he had left behind him: 
De l’Homme and: Traite de la Formation du Fetus (Paris, 
1664, 4to). The former of these treatises is merely a part of 
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most delight,—research and krowledge,—his attempt to rid 

| himself of doubt by refuting: it, becomes intelligible.e Both 

the Discourse on Method and the Meditations, as well as the 

beginning of the first part of the Prrancipia, contain this train 

. of reasoning in almost identical language. —The senses often 

“ deceive us, And accordingly we cannot trust them. Further, 

we cannot depend unconditionally even upon reason, inasmuch 

as it is at least conceivable that it is of such a nature that its 

right use leads to error. Seeing that the only two sources of 

[2 knowledge send forth such troubled waters, there is no course 

#4 ‚ open to us, but to question everything that has hitherto been 

‚accepted as certain. It is evident that in the demand «de 

bus dubıtandum, of which Descartes expressiy says, that it 

u" omnıbus dubıta ch De pressly says, 

a is not to be looked upon as being, in the interests of scepticism, 

the end, but.only as the means of attaining the end, there is 

contained that protest against everything hitherto accepted, 

which in $ 265 was emphasized as the fourth point that would 

be found in this epoch-making system. The fulfilment of 

that postulate levels the ground on which the new building 

is to be erected. But this is not all, for it appears that tlıe 

“methodical doubt,” as Cartesians called this absolute ques- 
tioning, provides also the material forthe new structure. For, 

however far | may carry the doubt, one fact remains irre- 

fragable, nay, even becomes ınore certain the more I doubt, 

. _„ namely, that I, who doubt, exist (Meait. ii.). But, by the Ego 

which remains so irrefragably certain, must of course be under- 

ce) stood, only Ze Ego that doubts, and so far as it doubts, or,— 

" since doubt is only a species and form of thought,—the Ego 

‚Y that thinks. Cogıo, ergo sum, then, is the one proposition 

[ which cannot be questioned, if we question everything. This 

proposition is not to be looked upon as a conclusion 

that might be drawn from the more general proposition, 

“ Whatever thinks, exists.” Rather, this general proposition 

| could only be deduced from the certainty that in my Ego 

thinking and existing coincide, because my existence consists 

‚in thought only. That proposition, then, which for this very 

|| reason might equally well be stated as: Sum cogıtans, sum 

dubitans, ego res cogitans sum, and so on, is not a deduction 

but a certainty intuitively perceived. Only because it is this, 

can it be employed, as we shall see shortly, as a basis for 

further deductions. For Descartes maintains, employing the 

very words of Aristotle (vzd. su#pra, $ 86, 4), that there are 
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sent more than is contained in that something of which it ıs 
acopy. The zasatum, or original of the idea, must contain 
at least as much as is contained in the idea itself, possibly 
more; in the former case it contains forszalıter, in the latter 
eminenter, what is contained in the idea oöeczive, which in 
old medisval phraseology meant representatively (A7ea:z. iii 
p. 18, 19. ARationes more geom. disp. Def. 3 Axiom. 3-5). 
Instead of oödjective, some Cartesians say redr@sentalive, and 
others again zxientionaliter. Some ideas, for example that 
of a doubting being, it is plain that I could have, even if I 
existed quite alone ; they would be copies of myself, I myself 
should be their zdeatum. But there is one idea which would 
in such a case be impossible, namely that of an infinite being. 
] cannot obtain this from myself, for I am finitee Nor can |, 
as some think, form it by abstraction from my own finitude, 
for all abstraction is negation; and consequently, though I may 
arrive by. abstraction at the thought of a negative infinite, 
an zndefinitum which is free from limitations of a sort, e.g. 
infinite space, [I can never attain to the perfectly positive 
conception of the zafinılum, or that which is free from all 
limitations, and of which the finite must rather be called the 
negative, as presupposing the idea of the infinite (Prince. ı. 27. 
Meat. iüi., p. 20, 21. ARespons. ad prim. object., p. 59). The 
mere existence of the idea of the infinite in us is a proof that 
there actually is an inhnite being, or God, outside of us, who 
is at once the original and the author of that ıdea; inasmuch 
as He has implanted it in us, it is produced in us by His 
power (Prince. ı.,$ 18. Medi. iii., p. 24). Just as from the 
existence of the idea of God in me I must conclude that God 
is, SO too from my own existence I must conclude that there 
is a cause not merely of my having been created in the past, 
but also of my being created every moment (Aal. mor. geom. 
dısp. pr. üı., ec. dem. Respons. ad prim. obj., p. 57). Such a 
cause would be necessary even if I had existed from all 
eternity, for without it I should not have endured. To be 
maintained in existence is to be continually created. Besides 
these proofs & Posterior:i, there is another. Quite apart from 
the question as to what we start from, and how we arrive at the 
idea of the infinite, we are bound to conclude from this very 
idea, that God is. For just as the idea of triangle contains 
the idea of three-sidedness, which we must for this very 


‘ reason predicate of the triangle, so in the idea of the infinite 
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contain a contradiction. Descartes allows this (Aesposs. 
secund.), but shows that such a proof need occasion no difh- 
culties. This is precisely what Leibnitz subsequently did. 

3. As certainly as I exist, so certainly does God exist, the 
Infinite Being, who is free from all limitations. Accordingly 
He is free from all limitations of His power; God is the 
absolute cause of Himself as well as of everything else, inas- 
much as all things have their being from God. If we hesitate 
to call God the causa eficiens of Himself, we may call Him the 
causa formalıs of Himself. At all events we are not to take 
in a merely negative sense the statement that He is @ se or 
causa sui. God is the positive cause, at least of His being 
uncaused (Kespors. print., p. 57 fl... This, however, implies 
that God is free from every imperfection, and is possessed of 
every perfection, for an absolutely almighty being can, and 
therefore will, clothe himself with all perfections. None of 
these is of such importance for us as the absolute truthfulness, 
in virtue of which God is incapable of wishing to deceive us 
(Prine. ı., $ 29). But God could not be acquitted of the in- 
tention of misleading us, if the reason which He has given 
us, tells us what is incorrect. The Divine truthfulness, then, 
ouarantees to us that whatever we apprehend plainly and 
clearly by reason, is true. Now, since the initial doubt rested 
on the possibility of reason deceiving us, at this pomt, but not _ 
till this point, this doubt must be given up, and we havenow a 
 perfectly certain canon established : Whatever is apprehended 
plainly and clearly, is true (Prince. i., 60. Med. ıiit., p. 35). 
This result, too, which he had attained by refuting for himself 
the original doubt, Descartes had to defend against objections. 
There were two points in particular, against which the assail- 
ants directed their attacks. In the first place, it was said, too 
much was proved here, for the reasoning would justify the 
conclusion that we could never make a mistake. Descartes 
replied, that(error does not consist in the imperfect apprehen- 
sıon of anything, but in approving and affırming what we 
apprehend imperfectly) This affırmation, as an act of will, 
lies within our own power. (Compare the old saying, Memo 
credit nısi volens.) If, then, we come to any conclusion in 
regard to what we have not apprehended clearly, or what 
transcends our limited power of apprehension, the mistake 
which we make is our own fault, not the fault of Him who 
gave us a limited power of apprehending and an unlimited 
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- those of extension and Zhougkt, each of which is intelligible 
without the other, and even without any other idea at all. 
Only these two are mentioned by him, although he admits 
that in God, in whom there are of course no modes, which 
would be Jimitations, zulta sunt atirıbuta (Note L. c.). 
Although extension and thought differ from figure and 
triangle or from feeling and pain, as primary from secondary 
and tertiary, still we find an analogy between the two former 
in this respect—they are both predicates, and in virtue of 
their (adjectival) character require to be supplemented by a 
(substantival) substratum on which to rest. These indepen- 
dent objects endowed with attributes Descartes calls substances, 
-and accordingly defines a substance as that which can exist 
and be conceived of without the help of anything else—that 
which is absolutely independent, for, as he himself expressiy 
says, a suöstantia ıincomplela is a contradiction in terms 
(Respons. guarte, p. 122). He admits at the same time, that 

„if the definition be taken strictly, there is only one substance, 
namely God (Prize. i., p. 51). In a wider sense, however, 
we can apply the term substance to created things, if they can 
be conceived of without the help of anything else at all, and 
can exist without the help of anything else that has itself 
been created, in other words, if they are independent of each 
other, —not, of course, of God,—and can be conceived of and 
exist without one another and without anything else. This 
does not hold good of modes and attributes, for the former 
are always attached to attributes, the latter to substances. 
We find then within us, besides the idea of substance in the 
proper sense, the ideas of (created) substances. They are of 
two kinds, depending on the two attributes already men- 

- tioned,—extended substances and thinking substances.. The 
latter are called minds (meztes), and their sum is the 
nalura intellecualis ; the former are the cordora, and taken 
together they form the physical world. The existence of 
"both is vouched for by the truthfulness of God, since reason 
compels us to assume originals (zdeata) of these ideas, and 
we cannot assume, what would be essentially-inconceivable, 
that God calls forth the ideas of such substances within us 

-immediately. Just because they are substances, they are 
mutually exclusive, for in this the nature of substances 
consists (Aesp. guart., p. 124); but still more because their 
attributes are opposite (MVoi@ frogr., p. 178). Thought is 
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grounded their scruples on transubstantiation. To the for: 
mer he replied that a sponge, when filled with water, was not 
thereby increased in extension, and that every rarefaction, 
like the alteration in the sponge, consisted in a widening of 
the pores (Prince. ii., $ 6, 7), As regards the second objec- 
tion, Descartes attempted.to show, in his answer to Arnauld, 
(Respons. guart.) that the qualities of bodies could remain 
the same, even where the bodies were changed. For proof 
of this he relied on the fact that our sensations are called 
forth by the surface of bodies, z.e. by their border, which be: 
longs neither to them nor to the surrounding air. Many were 
satisfied with this ; but when he afterwards attempted, in let- 
ters to the Jesuit Mesland, to make the change itself in- 
telligible by analogies with physiological processes, and the 
correspondence was published against Descartes’ will, a fresh 
outery arose. These occurrences gave occasion to a number 
of inquiries which were collected under the title of a #AUlosophia 
eucharistica, and they serve to explain why, among the pro- 
positions rejected by Jesuitical and other theologians, there 
„always occurs the dictum that the nature of bodies consists in 
extension. (Compare on this point Bayle’s Recueil de guelgues 
Pieces curieuses, Amst., 1664, and Bouillier in the work referred 
- t0.)—As the physical and the mathematical point of view thus 
coincide, we can understand how Descartes claims for his 
physics the distinction of being as plain as geometry (Letter to 
Plempius of 17 Nov. 1637). A further consequence is, that 
„the Cartesian physics completely excludes the conception .of 
an end, a conception that is foreign to mathematics, and the 
absence of which from the teaching of Pythagoras had been 
noted by Aristotle. Descartes does not indeed deny that 
God pursues ends in the physical world, but he considers 
it presumptuous to desire to know them. It becomes not 
merely presumption but pride, if we assume that man is the 
end of the world. Everything which follows from the con- 
ception of extension must naturally be affırmed of bodies and 
of their combination ; what is contrary to it must be denied. 
- Neither atoms, ner limits, accordingly exist in the physical 
‚world (Prize. ii., 20, 21). The capacities for being formed 
and for being moved are, like divisibility, bound up in the 
conception of extension. That these possibilities may be 
realized, the intervention of another cause is necessary, and 
this is the Being that is also the ultimate ground of extension, 
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of bodies, and through the chaotic medley of directions in 
which they are moving, one portion of those particles of 
matter will consolidate into larger masses ; another portion, by 
having the corners rubbed off, will become extremely small 
globules, of which there are perhaps millions in every grain 
of sand ; while yet a third portion will produce a much finer 
dust, that mare infiniment subtile, which ıs often called 
the substance of ether. The parts of the last-mentioned are 
inseparable and can assume every possible form, so: that 
we have here to deal with something which is continuous. 
This materia subtilissima may be called the element of fıre. 
Descartes usually calls it the first element, and makes the 
sun and the fixed stars consist of it. The first-mentioned 
kind of matter, on the contrary, he calls the third element 
or element of earth ; out of it are formed, among other things, 
the planets,. The bodies which consist of this, are fluid or 
solid according as their particles are easily moved and dis- 
placed, or the reverse. Between the two comes the second 
element, which consists of small globules, and which may be 
called the element of air. Of this the heavens are composed. 
The phenomena of light are produced by the vibratory motion 
of its particles, which is communicated ın straight lines with 
infinite swiftness. Their rotary motion is the cause of colour, 
while warmth and heat are due to the motion of the fırst 
element (Morde, Chap. 5, and elsewhere). The varıous mo- 
tions intersect one another and, as a consequence, deviations 
from the straight line take place. Further, since all motion 
goes on in a plenum, when a body changes its position, the 
surrounding bodies press into its place, so that ultimately cir- 
cular movements arıse. These are the famous vortices, which 
explain not only the revolution of the planets round the sun, 
but also the falling of bodies to a centre. It is neither an 
actio in dıstans of the centre, nor yet an. inward impulse that 
brings them thither, for, in a letter to the Princess Elizabeth, 
Descartes expressly maintains that no movement can be pro- 
duced without shock and contact ; but the fine matter that 
envelopes bodies pushes them forward, just as objects that 
have found their way into a whirlpool are pushed towards 
the centre (Princ. iii., 46, fi... The more he goes into detail, 
the more frequently is he obliged to adopt auxiliary hypo- 
theses ; for example, that in the case of the magnet the small 
particles that exercise the pressure are of corkscrew shape, 
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spirit, in order toshow that their theory was seriously meant.) 
The human body, to the more detailed account of which the 
work Del’Homme is devoted, is also a machine. It would, 
like the bodies of ordinary animals, be nothing more than 
this, were it not united with a spirit, a point that will be 


diseussed later on. 
(6) Distinct from but parallel to physics, is the ZArlosopAy 
of mind. Descartes often calls it metaphysics, although this 
word is frequently employed by him to denote the sciexce 
unterselle. While the former, like mathematics, cannot be 
elaborated without the help of imagination, the organ of the 
"metaphysician is thought pure and simple. This gives ıt a 
much greater degree of certainty than physics, inasmuch as it 
deals with what is the most certain and most evident of all 
things (Princ., ı. $ 11, Respons. prim., p. 55, and elsewhere). 
But, on the other hand, it is a very abstract science, and Des- 
cartes writes to the Princess Elizabeth on June ı8th, 1643, 
that while he devoted several hours daily to his mathematical 
studies, only several hours a year were given to meta- 
physics, and he was satisfied with having established the prin- 
ciples. Just as the nature of bodies consisted in extension, 
so the attribute of mind is thought. This is true of all mind, 
and therefore of the mind of God; for God’s mind differs from 
the finite mind, as an infinitely large number differs from two 
or three ; if we imagine the »a/ura ıntellectualıs set free from 
-limitations, we have the idea of God, and the idea of God as 
limited, gives the idea of a human soul (Letter of 1638, ed. 
Cousin, vili. p. 58). For this very reason we could deduce 
the existence of God from the existence of our own mind; 
but it could no more be deduced from the existence of the 
physical world, than sounds could be deduced from colours 
(Kespons. secund., p. 72). Of course this distinction must 
never be lost sight of, that God, as the Infinite, knows no 
limitations, and that therefore He has no modes, but only 
attributes; He does not feel, but certainly thinks (Prixe., i. $ 
56). Just as body, because extension is its attribute, is not 
conceivable and cannot exist without extension, so mind 
“always thinks or, in other words, is always conscious. (Aespons. 
guint., p. 60; Respons. tert., p. 95). As light always lights, 
and warmth always warms, mind always thinks (Z/zstole, ed. 
Elz., i. 105). _ Accordingly Descartes does not hesitate to 
admit, in a letter, that the child is conscious before birth.. 


.d 


' 


26 FIRST PERIOD OF MÖDERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 267, 6, 


external to us which corresponds to them as their zueafum ; 
but that this has exactly the qualities which are reflected by 
our ıdea of it, cannot be affırmed until a distinction is drawn 
between modus rerum and modus cogitandı, what belongs to 
things and what to the sensible subject. Colour, for instance, 
like time, does not exist in the objects, but is a condition of 
the subject, a modus cogıtandı (Letter to Vatier, of 17 
Nov. 16435, ed. Elz. ı., Z2. 116, ibid. ZZ. 105). There 
is no fear of error in regard to innate ideas. They are so 
bound up with the nature of thought as to be inseparable 
from it, so that we may say they are the innate power ol 
thought itself. The idea of God, or of ourselves, may ac- 
cordingly be assented to, as being at once adequate, clear, 
distinctly known, and innate. Just as there is a difference 
between the infinite and the limited mind in regard to the 
understanding, the zzZ2ellectus, which is not a facultas electiwa 
(To Buitendijk, 1643, ZPP. ed. Elz. ii. 10), so is there in 
regard to the exercise of the will. God has perfect freedom 
of will. He does not affırm a thing because it is so; on the 
contrary, it is so because He affırms it. Similarly a thing is 
good simply because He wills it. Everything, even the eternal. 
verities, is dependent upon God’s good pleasure, and therefore 
His will cannot be conditioned by His intelligence (Odyeet. 
sext.,p. 160. To Mersenne, 20th May, 1630. Zöp. ed. Elz. 
1. 111). Itis otherwise with man. With him, to believe to be 
good, is identical with to will (Letter to a Jesuit, 1644, ed. 
Elz. ı. Ep. 116). In regard to God, then, Descartes is a 
Scotist; in regard to man, he is a Thomist. He does not 
suffer him, however, to lose his zxdıiferentia arbitrıi. For 
we may recollect that we have known something to be good, 
and therefore desired it; and this recollection may become 
the motive of an act of will. Thus man, by accustoming him- 
self to act in accordance with what was previously known 
to be right, may become able to oppose what appears to him 
at the moment as agood. Nor does this imply any loss of 
freedom, but rather the gain of a higher freedom than the 
egullibrium arbitrii (Resp. sext., pp. 160, 161). Descartes con- 
ceives of the Divine will as perfect freedom from necessity ; 
but it must npt therefore be supposed that he believes 
freedom from determination to be the highest quality of the 
human will. Rather, he expressiy says (Meat. iv.) that 
indifference is the lowest stage of will, and that the man who 
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and the traces which ‚previous mowements have left in the 
- brain, like folds in paper, become for the soul occasion and 
opportunity for calling forth ideas which resemble them (Vox 
ad progr. quodd., p. 185). Moreover, as is proved by dreams, 
and by the fact that pain is sometimes felt in amputated limbs, 
this occasion is to be traced, not to the affection of the organ 
of sense, but simply to the movement of the vital spirits, which 
can also be produced in other ways (Letter to Fromond, 
Nov., 1637). Further, no ideas are called forth, save those 
which concern what is sensible. For neither images on the 
brain (sensations), nor traces of these (recollections), have any- 
thing to do with what is intellectual (Moe ad progr., p. 188). 
This connection with the body renders it possible, if the soul 
has an idea, for the vital spirits, by means of the pineal gland, 
to force their way to the heart through all the pores within 
the brain and the rest of the body; the oftener it happens, 
the easier those pores are opened. In this way the sensations 
are prolonged and strengthened. The result is the condition 
- of affection or passion, in which the ideas are powerful, but 
are confused owing to the connection with the body—a con- 
nection which is not clear to the reason (Les Passions, i. 37, 
28). Nothing, accordingly, is so destructive of clearness of 
mind as the passions. Just as ideas were naturally divided 
into theoretical and practical, perceptions and acts of will, so 
too the passions may be classified on a similar principle. 
Among the primary affections, which Descartes assumes to 
be sıx in number, a specially theoretical character belongs to 
wonder (admiration), in the case of which the movements of 
the vital spirits are supposed not to pass beyond the brain 
(Les Passions, ii. 96). In the case of the other five,—love, 
hate, desire, sorrow, and joy,—the movement forces its way 
to the heart, is felt there, and is accompanied by a tendency 
to motions; they are practical (Zes Passıions, ii. 83-101). 
All the rest, such as hope, fear, and the like, may be deduced 
from these. As the soul has the power of calling forth ideas, 
and of giving, by the help of these, a particular direction to 
the animal spirits, it is able indirectly to subdue the passions, 
to neutralize the fear of death by the hope of victory. This 
is a struggle, not between a higher and a lower soul, but 
between the soul and the vital spirits (Zdzd., i. 45, 47). By 
self-observation and patience, even the weakest soul may 
succeed in gaining a mastery over the passions, just as we can 
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(z.e. Bontekoe), which was supplemented from the author's 
MSS., and printed again in 1709 by Flender. I am. thus 
unable to decide whether it is to Geulincx or to Bontekoe 
that we should ascribe the comparison made in a note, between 
the body and the soul and two clocks going together. This is 
usually regarded as an illustration invented by Leibnitz, but 
H. Ritter has already pointed out that Leibnitz has no right 
to the credit of having been the first to make it. None of 
the rest of the works of Geulincx were printed till after his 
death. Among these are the PAysica vera, which appeared 
in 1680 at Leyden, as an appendix to Bontekoe’s posthum- 
ous works, and the Annotala pracurrentia and Annotata 
majora in principia Renati Descartes, which were published at 
Dortrecht by his admirers in 1690 and 1691. These consist 
of notes dictated to his hearers; and to them are added by 
way of supplement a number of academical treatises, which 
were defended by his pupils under his presidency. Last of 
all, and also in 1691, there was published the Metaphysica 
vera el ad mentem peripatetuam, Amst., 16mo, a work which, 
after a long search in places ata distance, I found quite close at 
hand in the library at Jena. He here contrasts the true meta- 
physic with that of the Peripatetic school. —According to 
Geulincx, the mutual interaction of body and soul is rendered 
impossible not merely by their nature as substances and the 
opposition of their attributes, but by the fact that nothing acts 
which does not know what it is doing ; and one does not know 
how the movement of his hand comes to pass, nor does the 
sun know how the impression of light is produced. On the 
other hand, it cannot be denied that if I will to move my 
hand, it really does move, and that if the sun shines on my 
eye, I have an idea of light. In both cases we have to do 
with something which is inconceivable or even impossible, and 
which is yet actual, that is, with a marvel. This consists in 
the omnipotent God employing the opportunity or occasion 
to move my hand when I exercise my will, and to give me 
an idea of light when the sun shines. (It ıs the “Occasion, or 
opportunity,” of Descartes, applied, however, not to the soul 
but to God.) Accordingly, in the view of Geulincx, neither 
the will nor the impression made on the eye is properly a 
cause, but merely an occasion, an opportunity (ocecasıo, causa 
occasionalis), a view which for this very reason has been called 
the system of occasional causes, or Occasionalism. In view of 
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$ 268. 
RECEPTION OF CARTESIANISM. 


. 1. :The.progressive mind must always be prepared for the 
criticism of those who lag behind ; and accordingly Descartes 
had to be ready to meet a host of attacks. Heand his school 
adopted the dictum of Bruno and Bacon (vzd. $ 249, 5), that it 
is really we who are the ancients, and looked down somewhat 
contemptuously on antiquity ; nor did he estimate the Middle 
Ages morehighly, for he talks of Scholasticism as merely an ex- 
ercise for the youthful mind ; where he mentions the method of 
Bacon, he regards it as a preliminary one, and Hobbes is treated 
by him as a man who was completely ignorant of physics, and 
whose knowledge of political science, if somewhat more ex- 
tensive, wasthoroughly unsound. This position of superiority 
was of necessity assumed by the thinker who began the series 
of efforts which, by assigning a true position to both the the- 
ology of medizval thought and the naturalism of antiquity, 
have produced effects not merely differing from, but transcend- 
ing. the results of the two earlier periods. Foreseeing that 
there.would be no lack of objections, he deliberately invited 
these before the issue of his principal work, in order that he 
might publish his replies at thesame time, Itis a remarkable 
coincidence, that in these seven sets of objections almost all 
the points of view are represented, which Descartes abandons 
as being inadequate. In the first place, as regards Antıquıty, 
the ‘most prominent contemporary of Descartes among the 
champions of ancient systems (v2d. supra $ 236-239) was 
Gassendi. The fifth set of objections are from him ; and, as 
a matter of coursc, they exhibit a strong preference for the 
empirical point of view. In theaccount of the Midale Ages, 
a distinction was drawn between the patristic period, the 
scholastic period, and the period of transition ; and Augustine 
was indicated as marking the zenith of the first of these ($ 144). 
Thomas Aquinas of the second ($ 203). The doctrines of all 
three ‚periods were summoned into the field against Cartesian- 
ıism.: The philosophy of Augustine, to which Arnauld gives ex- 
pression (in the third set of objections), protests, however, in the 
friendliest.terms, for this too had shown some leaning towards 
pantheism, and Arnauld is almost persuaded to bea Cartesianı 
The protest of Thoemism, on the contrary, is expressed much 
more bitterly. This makes itself heard in the seventh set .of 
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objections, those of the Jesuit Bourdin, who, however, in 
his eagerness to crush the common foe, condescends to 
borrow weapons of attack even from Scotus, and thus appears 
as the representative of the whole scholastic period. Just as 
Descartes was here reproached with becoming a pagan, 
because he did not follow scholasticism closely enough, so 
exactly the opposite charge was made in the second and 
sixth sets of objections, which Mersenne had collected. 
Descartes is here regarded as an adherent of the ontolozical 
argument, that shibboleth of the scholastic mode of thought, 
and is treated from a point of view that has already been 
described ($ 267, 1) as a sceptically-tinged toleration towards 
all philosophical opinions. From the days of Montaigne this 
had been the attitude of mind adopted by educated French- 
men. The philosophy of Hobbes ($ 236) has been repre- 
sented as transcendinz this merely worldiy wisdom, and as 
forming one of the culminating points of the period of trans- 
ition, in contrast to mysticism which forms the other. Its 
author gives expression to his views in the third set of 
objections, where he of course finds fault with whatever runs 
counter to his naturalism. But Descartes was attacked also 
from the other culminating point, mysticism ; notindeed in the 
objections which he himself collected and published, but in 
the letters which Henry More exchanged with him. Although 
this thinker, chiefly under the influence of Jacob Boehme, 
declared against Cartesianism, in doing so he expressed 
opinions which prove that he really occupied a more advanced 

ition and belonged to the succeeding period (v2d. znfra, 
X 278, 2). Lastly, in the period of transition we mentioned 
those who, like Melanchthon for example, represented the 
Protestant spirit in the sphere of religion, although in phi- 
losophy they were thoroushly medieval. This school of 
thinkers, too, sent its champion in the person of Voet. Most 
people know him only from his controversy with Descartes, 
and accordingly judge him as unfairly as any one would do 
who was rcady to form an idea of the character of Luther 
and Melanchthon from their relation to Schwenckfeld, or con- 
versely. Alore violent attacks, carried on with weapons other 
than those of science, were subsequently made upon Descartes, 
but not until his philosophy had found an echo in wider 
circles. 

2. As may be imagined, it was in Holland that this first 
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came to pass. The University of Utrecht especially has 
earned the distinction of being the first place where, to quote 
Descartes own phrase, “our philosophy ” was taught. Its 
earliest advocate was Cyprian Renery, who had become ac- 
quainted with Descartes and with his doctrines in Deventer. 
As a professor at Utrecht, he helped to spread his master’s 
views, and further was instrumental in bringing about the ap- 
pointment of Henricus Regius (le Roi) as Professor of Medi- 
cine there. After the death of Renery, in 1639, the latter 
came to be regarded as the chief apostle of the new doctrine. 
His enthusiasm attracted the younger generation, but suc- 
ceeded in calling forth the reaction of Voet, and through 
numerous paradoxes brought all sorts of annoyances on Des- 
cartes, who ultimately separated himself formally from his 
disciple. (This circumstance led me, in my work already 
referred to, into the error of ascribing to this Utrecht professor 
a book which at that time I did not know : Cartesius verus 
Spinozismi architecltus, written by a different Regius.) What 
had happened at Utrecht, happened at Leyden. There Pro- 
fessors Heerebord and Raey were the first representatives of 
Cartesian doctrines. Their teaching gave rise to the reaction 
of Revius and others, and consequently to certain University 
regulations, concerning which Descartes believed himself 
bound to make complaint. But in spite of them Cartesianism 
continued to flourish in this University, as is proved by the 
names of Wittich, Heidanus, Geulincx, and Volder. In Amster- 
dam Cartesianism was represented by the physician, Ludwig 
Meyer, whose book : PAulosophia Sacre Scriplure interpres, 
attracted great attention, and who has since become still more 
famous as the friend of Spinoza and the editor of his works 
(z2d. $ 272).* Thenew philosophy soon made its way into Grö- 
ningen through Maresius and Gousset, but especially through 
the German Tobias Andrex (1604-1674). Franeker could 
boast of Alexander Roellius, and also of Ruard Andala (1665- 
1727), who inhis: Cartesıus verus Spinozismi eversor, Franeker, 
1717, 4to, defended Cartesianism against more extreme de- 
velopments. Atthe twolatter Universities, Balthasar Bekker 
was educated. Born in 1634, he distinguished himself first 
by a defence of Cartesianism (De Dhulosophia Cartesiana admo- 


* It has recently been discovered that, not Meyer, but Schuller was the 
Editor ofthe Opera Posihuma, v. $ 272, ı, note.—Ed. 
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the real reason was perhaps that the Jansenists, and especially 
their stronghold Port-Royal, decided for Cartesianism. (The 
Port-Royal Logic | L’ Art de Penser | composed by Arnauld and 
Nicole in 1662, with the assistance of a work of Pascal, has 
been universally regarded as the Cartesian text-book.) The 
Cartesians were now reproached, as the Jansenists had been, 
with being Calvinists—a charge that stands in strange contrast 
with that of being Jesuits, preferred against them by the 
Dutch Calvinists. What happened on similar occasions, 
happened here. The foe of the foe was regarded and treated 
as a friend. Gassendi had opposed the teaching of Descartes, 
and he was accordingly taken into favour by the Jesuits. His 
doctrines were not put under a ban at the Universities, nor 
were his works placed on the /nzdex lıibrorum prohlbitorum. 
Both of these indignities were inflicted on Cartesianism at the 
instigation of the Jesuits, who brought the head of the Church 
into a position similar to that in which Papal bulls were issued 
to protect Averroism against those who discovered its anti- 
Christian character (vzd.supra,$ 238). The patronage extended 
to the followers of Gassendi by the Jesuits, and further by the 
Universities, gave a new impulse to their teaching. Even 
the Parliament of Paris was almost misled by the Jesuits into 
committing itself to a position hostile to Descartes. His re- 
lation to some of the clerical Congregations existing at that 
time, was much more friendly than to the Order of the Jesuits. 
Especially was this the case in regard to the Congregation of 
the Oratory, whose founder, Cardinal Berulle, had been one of 
the earliest to regard Descartes with favour. His personal 
friends Gibieuf and La Barde belonged to it, and it was soon 
to produce Malebranche. Other Congregations followed this 
example Added to this was the good-willwhich such promi- 
nent ecclesiastics as Cardinal Retz, Fenelon, and Bossuet 
showed to Cartesianism. Another circumstance that had an 
important influence in spreading the new ideas, was, that in 
some of the free academies, of which Paris had at that time a 
great number, academic prelections were held for the members, 
and public discourses for whoever cared to hear ; and there the 
doctrines of Cartesianısm were expounded. Among these, 
great attention was aroused bythe lectures of Rohault, especially 
upon physics, and still more by those of his pupil and suc- 
cessor, Pierre Silvain Regis (1632-1707),who taught Cartesian- 
ism first in Toulouse and Montpellier, and afterwards in Paris, 
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died on Jan. 31st, 1665, after doing his best in his Defensio 
Cartesiana to defend his master against Revius at Leyden 
and Lentulus at Herborn. While in his logic he is a fore- 
runner of the Ari de Penser and in his physics of Occasional- 
ism, he approaches very near Malebranche and Spinoza in his 
treatise on the knowledge of God. In his eulogy on the 
German language, again, he reminds one of Leibnitz, and in 
suggesting for metaphysics the names “ox2osophy” or “ on- 
tology,” he gave a hint of which Wolff (2a. $ 290, 4) after- 
wards took advantage. Clauberg’s collectted works were 
published by Schalbruch, Amsterd., 1691, 4to. The Marburg 
statutes of 1653 contain a warning against Cartesianism, a 
proof that it had already found its way thither ; in theology it 
was represented by Reinhold Pauli, in medicine by Wald- 
schmied, and in philosophy by Horch. In 1673 Professor 
Kahler managed to introduce it into Giessen by means of a 
book, the title of which sounded lıke an attack against it. 
Cartesianism spread to Berlin through Chauvain (born 1640), 
who was actively engaged there as a preacher of the French 
Reformed Church, as professor at the French College, and 
lastly as editor of the Mozveau Journal des Savans. At Frank- 
fort-on-the-Oder, Johann Placentius, a mathematician, wrote : 
Renatus Cartesıus triumphans. At Bremen, Daniel Lipstor- 
pius composed his: Specimina Philosophie Cartesiane ; and 
there too Eberhard Schwebing refuted Huet’s treatise against 
Descartes. Inthe Royal Institute at Halle, Sperlette based 
his teaching upon writings of Cartesians ; from Altorf, where 
the new views were represented by Petermann (1649-1703) 
and Sturm, they passed to Leipsic with the former. There 
they were afterwards advocated also by Michael Rhegenius 
and Gabriel Wagner. In 1677 T. Wagner says of Tübingen 
in his Zxamen atheismi speculativi, that no University suf- 
fers from a more dreadful visitation of Cartesiansm. The 
records of Jena in 1697 contain a similar statement. 

5. What Holland had done for Germany, France did for 
Switzerland, England, and Italy. Cartesianısm was intro- 
duced into the first-named country by Rob. Chouet, who had 
been educated at Nimes, and who was a professor at Saumur 
and afterwards at Geneva. But it did not flourish long there, 
for Geneva very early declared for the empiricism of Locke, 
which everywhere drove Descartes from the field. Descartes’ 
doctrines were transferred to England, chiefly through Ant. 
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Legrand, a Franciscan born in the beginning of the seven- 
teenth century. He devoted his /nstitutiones Phdlosophie, 
a book that has been often reprinted, to the propagation of a 
doctrine which in his Afpology (1679) he boldiy defended 
against the theological zeal of Samuel Parker, bishop of 
Oxford. Samuel Clarke afterwards passed completely over to 
the other camp; but when he resolved to translate Rohault’s 
Physws, he appears to have been more favourably inclined 
to Cartesianism than he was when he wrote the notes to it 
(v:d.$ 281, 2). Those English thinkers who afterwards adhered 
to Cartesianism instead of following Locke, adopted it rather 
as modified by Malebranche than in its original form. Among 
these was John Norris (1667-1711). Lastly, as regards Italy, 
Cartesianism found here too a footing in spite of papal censure. 
Especially was this the case in Naples, where it was repre- 
sented by Thomaso Cornelio, born in 1614, Bornelli, born in 
1608, Gregorio Caloprese, and Paolo Mattia Doria, who had 
come thither from Genoa. Its most characteristic advocate, 
however, was Michael Angelo Fardella (1650-1711), who was 
educated at Paris and wrought for the new philosophy in Mo- 
dena, Venice, Padua, and lastlyin Naples. In addition to being 
assailed here as everywhere else by the empiricism of the 
eichteenth century, Cartesianism in Naples had also to defend 
itself against the attacks of Giovannı Battista Vico, who was 
held in such honour there. The point which specially excited 
his hostility, was the contempt that the Cartesians affected for 
history and all positive knowledge. Huet had made a similar 
complaint, to the effectthat the Cartesians wished to bring bar- 
barısm back again. One of the last and most zealous Cartes- 
ians of Italy was Cardinal Gerdil (1718-1802), who played the 
same röle there that Fontenelle and Mairan played in France. 
The two latter, however, who occupied in succession the post of 
secretary of the French Academy, represent the development 
of Cartesianism,—Fontenelle following Leibnitz and Maıran 
Spinoza,— while Gerdil, adhering to Malebranche, held it more 
nearly in its original form. 


$ 269. 
TRANSITION. 


ı. The starting-point of Cartesianism necessarily leads to 
an extreme dualism, in which any action of mind on body or 
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of body on mind is an impossibility. Necessarily; for if mind 
essentially consists in a negative relation to the external 
world (in mere Being-by-itself, in doubting, and so on), it 
naturally follows that its opposite is the negative of mind 
(hence, mere Being-outside-itself, extension). The intro- 
duction of the idea of God puts an end to this dualism. The 
original doubt is refuted. The external world reveals itself 
to the mind, and it becomes possible and certain that the mind 
by the direction of movements can make its way into the 
external world. The fact that Descartes makes the doubting 
Ego and the Deity the fundamental principles of his phi- 
losophy, agrees very well with what was indicated above 
($ 259) as the peculiar characteristic of a system of modern 
philosophy. The former, the starting-point, is the Arrneiprum 
cognoscendi, the latter, the terminus, is the Areneiprum essendt. 
Both really show, as was demanded in the $ above referred 
to, the relation that subsists between the two sides that are 
to be reconciled.. They do this in entirely opposite ways, 
inasmuch as the former declares that the two sides are 
mutually exclusive, while the latter maintains that it is not 
so. In spite of this, however, the latter conclusion necessarily 
follows from the former. The result of the doubt was, to 
show that the two sides were mutually exclusive. Now, 
since, according to Descartes, the nature of substance consists 
in this exclusiveness, it naturally follows that those two, as 
excluding each other, are thought of as substances. But if 
both are thought of as substances, they have, as Descartes 
himself says, this very element in common. The meeting- 
point lies in their existence as substances ; and as soon as the 
notion of substance is strictly taken, their exclusiveness must 
give way to their community. But it is not strictly taken 
until the conception of the Deity is introduced ; indeed, 
“ properly speaking,” He is the only substance. Before the 
Deity, then, the negative relation of the two sides vanishes ; 
the external world opens up to the thinking Ego, and is no 
longer closed against the realization of its ends. 

2. Another result, however, also follows. If it is the 
nature of substances to be mutually exclusive, things which 
are no longer mutually exclusive can no longer be thought of 
as substances. Starting from the position which assigned 
substantial existence to individual minds and bodies, we are 
bound to conclude that they have none at all. This contra- 
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weaken them by distinctions, and the want of fairness he 
shows in treating one of the two opposite elements differently 
from the other. His school is characterized by the same 
faults. As regards the fırst, viz. his want of thoroughness, while 
admitting that, properly speaking, God alone is substance, he 
qualifies this by saying that there are things of which sub- 
stance may be predicated, though not #z3v0ce with God. 
These are “created” substances, and inasmuch as what is 
created is re-created every moment, this means with him 
substances which do not subsist for a single moment. As 
regards his want of fairness, he makes a distinction between 
the world of mind and the world of matter, that is quite in- 
consistent with his dualism. For he says of the former : “ If 
we imagine the limits removed, we have infinite thought, that 
is, God.” (Froni this is deduced by simple conversion the pro- 
position, also laid down by himself and by Geulincx : “ If we 
impose limits on infinite thought, we have individual minds.”) 
But yet he does not venture to assert, what is equally justifi- 
able: “If we imagine the limits removed from the world of 
matter, we have infinite extension, that is, God.” Nor can it 
be said that no conclusion is to be drawn from his silence on 
this point. He maintains that it is only of minds, not of 
bodies, that our knowledge can be clear, and independent of 
the help of the imagination. This shows that he cannot 
admit that our knowledge of matter stands in the same 
relation to our knowledge of what is most evident of all, God, 
as our knowledge of mind does, z.e., that it is of such a kind 
that the knowledge of the finite can be deduced from the know- 
ledge of the infinite. So, too, it was only from the existence 
of mind, that we could reason back to the existence of God. 
Thus it is minds alone that Descartes comes near to regard- 
ing as modes of infinite thought; he does not attribute this 
modal character to bodies. The very thing which he, a 
physicist, did not venture to maintain in regard to matter, 
one of his followers, who was a clergyman and a theologian, 
maintained of matter, and denied of mind. 
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SECOND DIVISION. 
MDalebranche. 133 - 
$ 270. 

1. NıcoLas MALEBRANCHE was born in Paris on August 
6th, 1638. In 1660 he entered the congregation of the 
Oratory, founded by Cardinal Berulle, and was there con- 
verted to Cartesianism, which had already commended itself 
to the founder of the Congregation. His chief work: De la 
Recherche de la Verite, appeared in 1674. It was in two 
volumes;; later editions, of which six were published in his 
own life-time, are arranged in four. This was followed by: 
Conversations Chreliennes, 1677, occasioned by theological 
attacks, and undertaken at the request of the Duke of Che- 
vreuil. In a letter to Leibnitz, however, he disclaims the 
authorship of these, and ascribes them to the Abbe Catelan, 
and the Meditations Metaphysiques to the Abbe de Lanion. 
His differences with the Cartesian Quesnel, who otherwise had 
a very great respect for him, drew Arnauld into the contro- 
versy. With the latter Malebranche fell out completely, as 
the result of the publication of his Zraxie de la Nature et de la 
Gräce, 1680. The Medıtations Chretiennes et Metaphysiques, 
1683, roused much opposition, especially since in them the 
“Word,” or universal reason, as mediator between the dis- 
putants, came forward to defend Malebranche’s doctrines. 
The Zrazte de Morale appeared in 1684,the Zuntretiens sur la 


Metaphysique et sur la Relirion in 1688, the Trail del Amour 


de Dieu in 1697, the Entretiens dun Philosophe Chretien avec 
un Philosophe Chinois ın 1708, and the ARdflexions sur da Pre- 
molion Physigue in 1715. As almost all his writings were 
exposed to a host of attacks, he also composed many con- 
troversial treatises. These are contained partly in the later 
editions of his works, partly in a four-volume collection which 
he prepared in 1709. In 1715 he fell ill in consequence, it is 
supposed, of a metaphysical discussion with Berkeley, and 
died on the ısth of October in that year. A collected edition 
of his works appeared at Paris: (&uvres Compleles, etc., 
xi. vols., 12mo, 1712. 

2. In giving an account of Malebranche’s philosophy, we 
shall be quite justified in confining ourselves to his chief 
work, the Search for Truth. The contents of his other 


— 
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writings, with the exception of: Entret. sur la Met. et sur la 
Religion, are almost exclusively of theological interest; and 
where he varies from his chief work he often appears to have 
become inconsistent, through dread of Jansenist and other 
heresies. Although many of these inconsistencies, such as 
his polemic against Quesnel and Arnauld, gained him the 
momentary applause of the Jesuits, still men who followed him 
closely, like the Benedictine Dom Francois Lami, saw that 
he was repudiating truths upon which his own doctrines rested. 
The end which Malebranche set before himself in his chief 
work, was first to discover the sources of all our errors 
Books ı-5), and then to show how these can be avoided 
(Bock 6). Like Descartes, he recognises an opposition be- 
tween knowledge and will,—an opposition to which he finds 
a parallel in the capacity of extended things for being formed 
and for being moved,—and assigns to the latter the assent 
without which error would be impossible. Still following 
Descartes, he next distinguishes sense, imagination, and 
understanding in the theoretical part of conduct, and inclina- 
tions and passions in the practical part. Understanding and 
inclination he supposes to belong to mind- as such, and the 
three others only to mind when united with a body: Keep- 
ing to the above order, and devoting a book to each, he now 
inquires in how far these five may become occasions of error. 
3. The twenty.chapters of the rs book, which treat of the 
senses, start from the proposition that these have been given 
to us in order to help to preserve the body. It is in accord- 
'ance with this purpose that they give us information, not so 
much in regard to the nature of things, as in regard to the 
relation of things to us. A distinction must be observed 
between three things which most people confuse :—the 
motion and configuration of the body that affects us, the 
concussion which the organ of sense, the nerves, and their 
vital spirits experience, and lastly the sensation, which does 
not lie in the object, nor in the body, but in our soul. If this 
be duly observed, it will be easy to make a proper use of the 
senses, for example when we feel a burn, to remove the 
burnt place from the fire, but to distrust them where they wish 
to mislead us into passing judgment on the nature of things. 
This nature of things is not revealed to us through the senses, 
but throush thought, which tells us that the nature of things 
. consists in extension, while most people believe it to consist 
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in the qualities warm, yellow, soft, and so on, which really 
exist only in our own soul. Those who understand by 
matter, as most do, merely the sum of these qualities, are 
fully justihled in questioning whether any matter exists outside 
of ourselves. The second book treats of the imagination ; its 
twenty-two chapters are divided into three parts (eight, eight, 
and six). The ideas (phantasms) of the imaginative faculty 
are, like sensations, merely conditions of the soul. They are 
distinguished from sensations, inasmuch as the concussions of 
the vital. spirits which occasion. them, are.not-called förth by 
the organs of sense being affected, but arise, voluntarily or 
involuntarily, in the central parts of the body. What Male- 
branche says further on this point, is in part extremely 
interesting, but is marked by nothing characteristic. 

4. In this latter respect the ZA:rd book forms a contrast to 
what precedes it. It is divided into fifteen chapters, of which 
four belong to the first and eleven to the second part, and 
treats of the understanding or pure spirit, as opposed to spirit in 
union with the body. The nature of spirit consists in thought, 
which is inseparable from spirit as extension is from body. 
It always thinks, and never thinks more in one instant than 
in another. Thought and consctiousness here coincide: so 
completely, that sometimes, instead of spirit or soul, he speaks 
of “this Ego” (ce mo:). By the help of thought the spirit can 
get rid of everything else—of feeling and imagination, which 
are modifications of thought, and even of will, which is its ac- 
companiment; only thought itself remains. The first object of 
thought is God, the Infinite Being or, what is the same thing, 
Being in general, Existence without any limitation, which for 
this very reason is not an individual being. This infinite 
being, which it would be an absurdity to think of as non- 
existent, is the first and absolute Intelligible. To form a 
correct conception of it, it will not do to regard one side of it 
only, as they do who call God a spirit. This is correct so far 
as He is not a body. But just aslittle is He a spirit in the 
sense in which man is. We must beware of making God in 
the image of man. In God are all perfections, including that 
in which bodies participate and of which they are modifica- 
tions— extension, the infinity of which is a proof that it 
cannot be predicated of merely finite things. In its entirety 
and infinity it is called by Malebranche intelligible extension. 
God, as uniting in Himself all perfections, is His own object 
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and His own end; in the former respect, He manifests Him- 
self as wisdom, in the latter as love to Himself. Both are 
inseparable from His nature ; and accordingly God knows and 
loves Himself to all eternity, necessarıly and unchangeably. 
Since everything which exists, exists solely through participa- 
tion in being in general, everything is contained intelligibly 
(that is, as. an idea) in the wisdom of God, or His knowledge of 
Himself; and the intelligible existence or idea of a thing is 
nothing else than a participation in, or modification of, one 
of the Divine perfections. The ideas of things, that is, the 
nature of things as God beholds it within Himself, exhibit 
accordingly a regular succession, in which, for example, the 
idea of body contains less perfection than that of spirit. 
Just as God sees within Himself the ideas or entities, so He 
sees all their relations to one another, that is, alltruths. Both 
of these, as they unite to form the Divine wisdom, are of 
course as independent of God’s good pleasure, as His own 
existence is; they are necessary and eternal. To do as 
Descartes did, and make them something quite arbitrary, 
means to declare that all science is impossible (cf. Zudarr- 
cissem. x.). The ideas of things are also an object of human 
thought, where it is real knowledge. People very often 
confuse ideas with impressions, or with mental images which 
have been called forth by these, and which do not in any way 
resemble the eternal prototypes of things. Or again, since 
it is by our own will that we make ideas present to ourselves, 
it is sometimes supposed that they are produced by us. The 
state of the case rather is, that our will is merely the occasion 
for their presence. Properly speaking, they do not exist in 
us, but we exist in that which the ideas unite to compose, the 
wisdom of God or Himself, which, or who, contains the spirits 
of men, just as space contains bodies. The ideas of things 
accordingly, are always present to us; we simply do not notice 
their presence, because we direct our attention to what passes 
away. If we turn away, and refuse to be distracted by the 
objects of sense, we again become conscious of theideas. To 
know things means, then, to see their ideas, that is, them- 
selves in God, who sees them eternally within Himself, and 
allows us to participate in this seeing of His, or enlightens us. 
Besides the infinite Being, of whom we have an idea that is 
not perfect, indeed, but clear and distinct, the physical world 
is an object of our knowledge. If we do not confusediy 
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ascribe to bodies what belongs not to. them but to ourselves, 
we cannot regard them as anything but various limitations of 
infinite extension. To look upon them in this light, means to 
know them in their ideas, or, what is the same thing, ta_see 
them in God, since All’ our ideas are only limitations of the 
idea of God. Accordingly, there is a scientific and purely 
rational knowledge of bodies ; and Malebranche has no doubt 
that physics will one day rest upon the same evidence that 
geometry does. This is the most suitable place to insert the 
propositions in which Malebranche gives an account of his 
Physis. These are contained in the Second part of the sir/% 
book. In regard to what constitutes their nature, extension, 
bodies are of course all alike, They become different‘ from 
one another through the interference of motion, in which 
alone consists even the distinction between the living and the 
dead. Since motion does not lie in the nature of matter, 
it is imparted_to it by God, and lasts just so long as God 
continues to impart it, or wills it. But because God Himself 
is one and unchangeable, unchangeableness and simplicity are 
necessarily predicated of the laws of nature, z.e. of motion. 
That God everywhere employs the simplest means, is with 
Malebränche "an estäblished axiom, to which he continually 
returns ; especially is this the case in his theories of evil and 
of providence. God could not have lessened the number of 
evils, except in a very complicated way. Herein consists 
Malebranche's _optimism or faith in Divine justice, which 
explains his delight at Leibnitz’s theological views (vid. $ 288, 

7), a delight which found expression in his letters to Leibnitz, 
published by Cousin. Similarly, he believes that providence 


must be limited to what is general, z.e., to that for which the 


simplest methods suffice.e Both theories drew down upon 
him many attacks. Since motion is imparted to bodies from 
without, he urges that one body does not communicate its 
motion to another, but that God takes it from the one and 
gives it to the other. This was also the reason why in his 
physical philosophy, which is quite as mechanical as that of 
Descartes, and in which he carries the theory of vortices still 
further by applying it to the particles of the first element, he 
differed in an essential point from his master. In a work 
written thirty years later than the Recherche, he attributes the 
errors in the laws of motion which Descartes laid down, and 
the untenability of his fundamental proposition, that the sum 
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of motion always remains the same, to the fact that he con- 
ceived of rest asa positive power, and not as a mere privation. 
This implies the censure, that a peculiar power is assigned 
to bodies, and the exclusive causality of God denied. The 
latter is emphasized by Malebranche, as it had been by Des- 
cartes, in the formula of Augustine, that preservation is 
continual creation. In the fact that he is in agreement both 
with the great father of the Church and with the epoch-making 
philosopher, he finds an ever-fresh proof of that agreement 
between philosophy and religion which he tries to establish 
in many of his writings. At the point where, as already 
indicated (vzd. 3 144, 4), Augustinism approaches pantheism, 
Malebranche feels it necessary, when he afterwards becomes 
acquainted with Spinoza, to state explicitiy the difference 
between their doctrines. According to him, he says in the 
Entretiens, the universum is in God; according to Spinoza, 
God is zn» universo. 

5. The result of the superior rank which Malebranche 
assigns to spirits as compared with bodies is, that his mental 
philosophy does not, like that of Descartes, form an exact 
parallel to his physics. God, he says, and perhaps we our- 
selves in a future life, can conceive of spirits in "God or 
through ideas, that is, as modihcations oe infinite thought. 
Then we shall have a perfectly clear and distinct knowledge of 
them. - At present this is not the case. We know of our 
own existence only through an inward, and a very confused 
feeling; sothat the Cartesians maintain just the opposite ofthe 
truth, when they say that spirits are better known to us than 
bodies. It is not so with our own spirit, much less then with 
those of others, the existence and character of which we can 
only infer by conjecture. It was probably his consciousness 
of the worth of the redeemed Christian soul, that made him 
afterwards condemn Spinoza so utterly. For inthe pantheism 
of the latter, spirits become modifications of infinite thought, 
exactlv as with Malebranche bodies became limitations of 
extension. And yet, as Nairan points out to him in the inter- 
esting letters published by Cousin, Malebranche, not only in 
his “ intelligible matter,” but elsewhere too, approaches very 
near to what so roused his wrath in the writings of that 
“miscrable” Especıially is this the case in the fowurch book. 
Here he treats in thirteen chapters of the practical side of 
pure spirit, or its natural motions, the inclinations. Just as 


. 
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our knowledge consists in our participation in the ideas or 
eternal trutlıs, so too the exercise of our. will consists in our 
being carried along by the love with which God loves.. This 
love has onty@God Himselt for its object, since God loves things 
only so far as He loves Himself; and so all our will is really 
love to God. There is no exercise of will at all, which would 
not involve love to the dzen en general, to happiness. But as 
God is the good in general, just as He was existence in 
general, and as happiness lies in Him alone, even the most 
perverse exercise of will is always love to God, mistaken love 
though it may be. Whence these mistakes arıse, how they 
can attach themselves to love for the good in general, to love 
for our own well-being, and lastly to love for others—all this 
is explained in great detail in this book. We do not need 
to enter particularly into the explanation ; here too the in. 
Junction continually recurs, to approve only of what is quite 
clearly known. 

6. The %/th book treats, in twelve chapters, of the passions, 
He passes on to this subject with the remark that the spirit, 
besides its connection with God, by which it participates in 
God’s knowledge and in His love to Himself, stands to the 
body ina relation which is no less essential and necessary. We 
have not a clear and rational knowledge of this connection, as 
we have of that with God; we know of it only through an 
instinct de sentiment. Still it subsists ; nor is it to be regarded 
as a consequence of the Fall, although it must be admitted 
that the inclination to submit entirely to the dominion of the 
senses, has become greater since then. It was God that 
united the spirit with the body, but the spirit is itself respon- 
sible for its state of subjection. God has not, as many sup- 
pose, ordered this connection in such a way that, in conse- 
quence of it, the body exerts influence on the soul and the 
soul on the body, for that would be an utter impossibility. 
He has rather so ordered it, that on the occasion of our exer- 
cising our will, He moves our arm. He has pledged Himself 
to do this, and He raises our arm, even if our will be contrary 
to His commands. Semel jussit semper paret. (Malebranche's 
arguments for Occasionalism are often almost word for word 
in agreement with those of Geulincx ; because he contributed 
so much to the diffusion of this theory, he is still regarded in 
many quarters as the author of it.) We saw that through 
this connection with the body, a distinction arises between 
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pure ideas and those which are mingled with the products 
of sense and imagination. Corresponding to this, there is a 
distinction between the purely mental or spiritual inclinations, 
and the raising of these to passions through the movement 
of the vital spirits. Not merely in this definition, but also in 
the arrangement of the passions, Malebranche is in complete 
agreement with Descartes. Wonder, in which, according to 
both, the concussion of the vital spirits does not reach the 
outer parts of the body, is called by Malebranche an imperfect 
passion, the others are called real passions. Allare traced 
back to love and aversion as the Zassions meres, in fact, 
properly speaking, to love alone, since aversion is inconceiv- 
able without love. With express reference to what had been 
said of the senses, the purpose of the passions is declared to 
be to serve the economy ofthebody. They free the soul from 
the care of the body, and give it time to occupy itself with 
higher things. In this, as in the former case, the soul falls 
into errors, through giving its assent without clear knowledge, 
and through making no distinction between what is familiar 
(familier) and what is thoroughly known (ca:r). Male- 
branche, accordingly, as littleas Descartes, admits the existence 
of innocent error. But, as might be expected from the 
religious tendency of his teaching, he insists much more 
strongly upon the conclusion that freedom from error is 
identical with deliverance from sin, in other words, is enlight- 
enment. There could be no difficulty in accepting such a 
conclusion, since God was “the place of all spirits.” 

7. In the sirih book, which falls into two parts of five and 
nine chapters respectively, he treats of the. meihod of seeking 
for truth... Here he again insists that the only real cause is 
God, that we know only because He enlightens us, and feel 
only because He modifies our thought ; he then goes on to 
point out that all depends upon one thing— we must give our 
assent only to that to which we cannot refuse it without 
being reproached by our reason. Inattention and narrowness 
of mind are therefore the greatest enemies of truth. Rules are 
given, how both ought to be met; and it is repeatedly pointed 
out how these have been followed by Descartes and neglected 
by Arıstotle. In this book, too, the thought several times 
re-appears, that since there is only one end for God, namely 
Himself, our destiny can only be to know Him and to love 
Him. Koowledge ofthe truth, such as is attained in mathe- 
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matics and metaphysics, and the wish to act virtuously, are 
accordingly means to lead us to the highest end, to union with 
God. That this end may be reached by all, even by the 
spiritually gross and coarse, for whom the senses are the 
highest authority, God has condescended to make Himself 
comprehensible even to the senses. For fools, He has Him- 
self become to some extent foolish, in order that He may 
make them wise (Book v. 5). 

8. Although the views of Malebranche were not received 
with the same extraordinary enthusiasm as Occasionalism had 
been, yet a considerable number of Cartesians adopted them. 
The first that deserve mention are Thomassin (1619-95), 
Bern. Lami (1645-1715), and lastly Levassor, who translated 
some of his works into English. The last-named, however, 
by abjuring Catholicism, provided Malebranche’s enemies with 
material for calumny. Along with these came the Bene- 
dictine Dom Francois Lami (1636-1711), and even a Jesuit, 
Pere Andre. (1675-1764). Both of these, however, declare 
against him at the point where he shows a semi-Pelagian 
tendency. Outside of France, the English thinker, John 
Norris, deserves special mention. Nor was there any lack of 
opponents, even apart from those who disagreed with him on 
theological grounds. Those who had opposed Cartesianism 
in its earlier form, had now of course to argue against Nlale- 
branche also. Prominent among these was Foucher, canon 
of Dijon (1644-1696), whose scepticism reminds us of Mon- 
taigne. Less important is the Jesuit Detertre, whose sudden 
revolt from Malebranche is somewhat suspicious. Still less 
important is Faydit (died 1709), notorious as the “Zoilus” 
of Malebranche. But he was also attacked from the Car- 
tesian point of view, especially by Regis, against whom he 
defended himself in a printed letter. Hardly was Malebranche 
dead, when the sensationalism that took its rise with Locke, 
began to be supreme in France. The struggle against it was 
kept üpXby Malebranche’s disciples_ Lelevel, Rene Fedk. 
Lanion (who used the z0m de plume of Wander), Claude 
Lefort de Moriniere, and Miron. But it was the vain 
struggle of reaction against a new and a justihable principle, 
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of Cartesianism, including Occasionalism. Descartes had 
hinted, and Geulincx had expressly declared, that minds were 
only. modifications of God. Here we have the consistently 
developed doctrine of bodies as modifications of infinite (z.e. 
Divine) extension. The two former refuse to admit of matter 
what Malebranche refuses to admit of mind. This difference 
is explained by the fact that according to Descartes, it is only 
of spirits, according to Malebränche, only of bodies, that:it is 
possible to have a perfectly'evident, pure, and rational know- 
ledge, free from the disturbing influence of sense and ima- 
gination. There was a subjective ground for this. To the 
mathematician and physicist, the material world appeared the 
most substantial ; to the pious theologian, the world of spirits. 
Further, Malebranche was not enthralled so completely as 
Descartes by the dualisn which the substantial existence of 
minds and of bodies demanded. He admits that one class is 
more than the other, and is thus not on the same level with 
it, but above it. Physical and mental philosophy are no 
longer co-ordinate pärts of the whole system. Accordingly 
the one-sidedness with which he meets and supplements that 
of Descartes, is much more emphatic ; he is much more one- 
sided than his master. But he is so only because he was 
more bold in deducing the pantheistic results consequent upon 
Descartes’ adoption of Augustine’s theory of perpetual creation, 
2.e. of God as the sole cause, The philosopher who forms the 
culminating point of this period, the thinker who brought 
Cartesianism to its fullest development, deduced these results 
in their completeness; and in doing so he avoided leaning to 
one side or the other after the manner of his predecessors. 
For this reason Malebranche had to be discussed before him, 
although the more advanced results were deduced, but not 
published, earlier. 


THIRD DIVISION, 
Spinoza. 
$ 272. 
Colerus: Za nie de B. de Spinoza. ‘The Hague, 1706. (A translation from 
the Dutch. ’T'he original appeared in 1705. Owing to a confusion with 
Fr. Holma’s Dutch translation of the article in Bayle’s Dictionary, 
Colerus’ book has been assigned by many to the year 1698.) La vie de 


Spinosa par un de ses disciples. Amst., 1719. znd ed., Hamb,, 173 5. 
’ This is merely the rarer part of the work by the physician Lucas: Ze vie 
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et Pesprit de Mons. Benolt de Sfinosa. The other portion has been. 
published several times under various titles, as Zider de tribus impostori- 
bus, as Spinosa II., and so on. 


ı. BARUCH DE SPpinozA was born, according to the ordinary 
account, which Böhmer doubts, at Amsterdam on Nov. 24th, 
1632. The signature Drspınoza also occurs in his letters ; 
and the name is sometimes written DE EsrpıxozaA. while in all 
three forms an s is frequently substituted for the z. He 
belonged to a well-to-do household of “ Portuguese” Jews ; for 
this term was applied even to Spanish Jews, like the Spinoza 
family. His gifts were early recognised, and he was accord- 
ingly entrusted to the care of the Rabbi Moses Morteira, a 
thinker who sought, in a way that reminds us of the School- 
men, to bring about a reconciliation between philosophy and 
Judaism, and who in this semi-Rationalism was a follower of 
Maimonides. The pupil remained faithful to his master only 
in his anti-mystic (anti-cabalistic) tendencies. On other points 
he separated himself from him at an early period, because 
his rationalism was not sufficiently thorough-going. He was 
especially opposed to placing Aristotelian interpretations on 
the text of Scripture, and accordingly Ibn Ezra appeared to 
him a preferable authority to Maimonides. Spinoza got his 
first lessons ın Latin from a German. :Afterwards, in order to 
acquire classical culture, he entered a kind of school, presided 
over by the physician Franz van den Ende, notorious on 
account of his heterodoxy. At the same time he was in- 
structed in the natural sciences by the physician Ludwig 
Meyer, and in this study he was perhaps assisted by Olden- 
burg. The circumstance that Meyer was a zealous Cartesian 
renders it probable that Spinoza now began to study the 
works of Descartes, and also the writings of the Cartesians. ' 
We know for certain that he read Heerebord’s books. Apart 
from the fact that the natural bent of his mind made him less 
liable than Descartes to limit himself to physics, he must have 
been repelled by the way in which the theories of the latter _ 
were adapted to the doctrine of the Catholic Church. Added 
to this was the impression made upon him by the so-called 
(} 190) Jewish Aristotelians. (Cf. Joel: Zur Genesis der 
Lehre Spinoza's. Bresl., 1871.) Lastly, the’ early acquaint- 
ance which Sigwart surmises, and Avenarius asserts, that he 
had with Giordano Bruno, is a fact that deserves to be noted. 
Still the impression that Cartesianism made on Spinoza was 
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very powerful. It considerably modified his views in other 
respects than mere form. The gradual estrangement from 
the synagogue which all this produced, finally led, in 1656, to 
his expulsion by an anathema of August 6, the Spanish text 
of which has been preserved. A protest against it, written in 
Spanish, contained, according to some, the outlines of the doc- 
trine which Spinoza afterwards developed in his Zractatus 
Lheologieo-politicus. It cannot have contained more than the 
outlines; for had Spinoza thus early placed Moses and Christ 
in the same relation as he does in the ZYac£. tkeol. polit., he 
would hardly have protested against his exclusion. (Joel 
has shown how much besides in this work had been said before 
Spinoza's day by Maimonides and other Jewish scholars.) 
Neither at this time nor afterwards dıd he, so far as is known, 
formally become a convert to Christianity, although he often 
attended Christian sermons. He even took part in a petition 
concerning the appointment of a preacher, and he lies buried 
in achurch. Baruch, or, as he now called himself, Benedictus, 
remained at first in or near Amsterdam. It is probable that 
as early as this there began the formation of that circle, chiefly 
of Jews, to whom Spinoza afterwards communicated his works 
in duplicate as they gradually progressed, and to whom he so 
often speaks of “our philosophy.” To this circle belonged 
Ludwig Meyer, Simon de Vries,G. H. Schuller, and afterwards 
Tschirnhausen, in short, quite a number of prominent men. 
He had besides a great deal of intercourse with Arminians 
condemned by the Synod of Dort. One of them received 
him into his house His relations with these “ Collegiants,” 
or “ Rhynsburgers,” date from an early period. Perhaps this 
contributed to his expulsion from the city in 1660 by the . 
magistrate, at the instigation of the Reformed clergy, who 
joined hands with the synagogue. After this he himself 
lived for a long time in Rhynsburg, where he maintained 
himself by polishing lenses, but was chiefly occupied with his 
studies. A letter to Oldenburg shows what his opinion of 
Cartesianism was as early as 1661. His own views can be 
gathered from his Zractatus drevis de Deo, etc., written for 
his friends in Amsterdam. Van Vlooten has published this 
in a Dutch translation, and in an unfortunately not very 
successful re-translation into Latin, in his: Ad Bened. de 
Spinosa Opera que supersunt omnia Supplementum. Amst., 
1862. The first part of the appendix to this Zrac/alus, and 
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still more the beginning of the Z/kws, as far as the gth 
proposition, agree substantially with the small treatise which 
Spinoza sent to Oldenburg in the above-mentioned year. 
(4 Ed. Böhmer: 2. de Spin. Tract. de Deo et homine, etc. 

al. 1852, 4to, and particularly Chr. Sigwart : Sprnoza’s neu 
entdeckter Tractat., etc., Gotha, 1866, and Trendelenburg in 
his: Aistorische Beitr. zur Phil., üüi., pp. 277-398.) In this 
Tractatus, he does not yet quite adopt the position afterwards 
taken up in his chief work. Thus, he still admits the existence 
of a real connection between soul and body—a connection 
which he afterwards denies, and is bound to deny, in accord- 
ance with his theory of the attrıbutes of substance. It follows 
from this, that the latter theory must at first have been held in 
a different form. His doctrines were communicated only to 
those whom he believed to be discreet and strong-minded. 
Accordingly, when a young man, probably the one who lived 
at the time in the same house with him, Alb. Burgh, asked 
him to instruct him in philosophy, he dictated to him the chief 
points of the Cartesian philosophy. These jottings were 
amplihied at the request of L. Meyer, and published by the 
latter in 1663 as: Äen. des Cartes Principia philosophie more 
geomelrico demonstrata per Benedutum de Spinoza, accesserunt 
qusdem Cogitata metaphysica. Even the Cogilata did not con- 
tain Spinoza’s own views. In order to prevent this work pro- 
ducing the impression that the suspected individual was a 
Cartesian, the real Cartesians began from this time to perse- 
cute him in every way. In 1664 he removed to Vorburg, 
always busied with the development of his system. In 1665 
he was working at the third part of it, and was able to lay 
eighty propositions before one of the Amsterdam circle, J. B. 
(Bresser.?). The copies which his friends took of what he sent 
them, were, of course, word for word ; but Spinoza’s corres- 
pondence shows that many misleading clerical errors had crept 
even into these. On the other hand, he himself, when he 
communicated in writing single propositions from his system, 
seems to have exercised great freedom in regard to individual 
expressions. Continual alterations were made in matters of 
detail. (Thus, as Vlooten’s Szpplem. now shows, the refer- 
ence in Simon de Vries’ letter of Feb. 24th, 1663, was 
originally to Sc%ol. tert. prop. 8, which does not correspond 
to the Zihis in its present form, and not to Schol. proß. 
10, /ib. i., to which it was corrected before publication. Thus 
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it is no longer possible to argue, as was formerly done with 
apparent good reason, that the first book of the ZiAzes, and 
much less that the whole work, was completed in 1663.) These 
alterations explain why references to previous statements are 
80 often inaccurate. But the plan of the whole. had been 
decided upon, and perhaps the five parts of the Z/A:rs finished, 
when he yielded to the entreaties of his friends, and in 1670 
took up his abode at the Hague. Here he lived with the 
painter Van der Speyk, who drew his portrait, and who is also 
said to have instructed him successfully in his art. The 
change of residence occurred in the same year as the (anony- 
mous) publication of his Zyactalus theologwo-politicus. It 
purports to be printed at Hamburg and published by Heinr. 
Künraht, this being a device to disguise Christoph Konrad, 
of Amsterdam. This frequentiy reprinted work caused a 
great outcery, especially among theologians. About the same 
time his patron De Witt, who had always urged him to print, 
met his death. These occurrences made Spinoza, who had a 
great regard for hisown peace of mind, and also for the con- 
scientious feelings of others, entirely give up his plan of 
publishing anything else. For the same reasons he also 
declined in 1672 the professorship at Heidelberg, which was 
offered him. Only once, in 1675, he seems to have made up 
his mind to publish the Z/Azcs, manuscript copies of which 
were in the hands of not a few people. The talk which this 
announcement created, made him give up the idea. Con- 
sumptive symptoms showed themselves more and more 
decidediy, and he set about preparing for death, He ar- 
ranged that the Zihzcs should be printed, but that merely his 
initials, and not his full name, should be prefixed to it; 
posterity has disregarded his wish that his system should not 
be called after him. Other writings he burned, including a 
translation of the Pentateuch. His life, which had been in 
every respect an exemplary one, came to a close on February 
2ıst, 1677. (This date, like that given for his birth, is the 
usually accepted one.) In the same year there appeared in a 
quarto volume: 3.2.5. Opera posthuma, macl«xvü.* This 


® Jt has been newly discovered (Vid. Ludwig Stein: Neue Aufschlüsse 
über d, Herausg. v. Op. posth. Spin. in Archiv für Gesch. d. Philos. Bd. i., 
Heft 4) that not Meyer and Jelles, but Georg Hermann Schuller was the real 
editor of the Opera posthuma. Stein also contends that the /’rwfatio was 
composed by Meyer, not merely Latinized by him from Jelles’ Dutch.—Ed. 
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contains the five-books of ZiAica, the unfinished Tractatus 
poliicus, the likewise unfinished De zuntellectus emendatione 
fractatus, which was written before the Zihws, but after the 
Tract. drev., Epistole et Responsiones, and the unfinished 
Compendium grammaties lingue hebree. The first complete 
edition of Spinoza’s works is that of Dr. Paulus: Denedic: de 
Spinoza Opera gue supersunt omnia. 2 vols. Jena, 1802-3. 
Gfrörer's unfortunately unfinished collection : Corpus phrloso- 
phorum oplime note, Stuttgart, 1830, contains all his writings, 
including even the Hebrew Grammar. Lastly, in 1843, C.H. 
Bruder published a stereotyped edition in three small volumes 
(Leipz. Tauchnitz).. Unfortunately it is not much more 
correct than that of Paulus. Uniform with this appeared 
the Swpplementum mentioned above. Besides the Traciatus 
brevis de Deo, etc., it contains a short mathematical treatise 
on the rainbow, which was supposed by many to have 
been among the manuscripts destroyed. As a matter of fact 
it has been in existence in print since 1687, although this 
early edition is extremely rare. In addition to these, the 
Supplemenlum has some additional notices of his life from a 
Dutch MS., and also some Leiters hitherto unprinted. Böh- 
mer (Fichte's Zeztschr., vol. 42) and Trendelenburg have 
shown how bad the Latin translation of the Traclatus ıs. 
The German one by Chr. Sigwart, Tübing., 1870, has its value 
much enhanced by the addition of explanations and parallel 
passages. Of translations of Spinoza’s philosophical works, 
the French one by Saisset is far preferable to the German 
one by Auerbach. Of the innumerable monographs on 
Spinoza, F. H. Jacobi: Ueber die Lehre des Spinoza in Briefen 
an Mendelssohn, 1737, still deserves to be mentioned, as it 
laid the foundation of a thorough study of Spinoza in Ger- 
many. Theliterature of the subject is pretty exhaustively cata- 
logued in Antonius van der Linde: Spznoza, Göttingen, 1862. 
To the list there given should be added the article by Böhmer 
already referred to, which was written later. It is called 
Spinozana ii., and is inthe 42nd vol. of Fichte's Zeuischrift. 
This contains a very thorough explanation of one of the 
most difficult points, forming a sequel to Sßerozana i., /bid., vol. 
36, and being itself continued under the same title in vol. 57. 
2. The fact that Spinoza employs the geometrical method - 
both in his account of the principles of Cartesianism and in 
his own chief work, may be regarded as an acknowledge- 
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ment, that it was through Descartes that he was led to 
the thoroughly mathematical view of things, which is char- 
acteristic of him, and which must never be lost sight of, 
unless the difhiculty of understanding his doctrines is to be 
much increased. Philosophical and mathematical certainty 
are with him synonymous (ZYact. theol. polıt., c. 14, 36). I For | 
no other reason than because it is a necessary consequence of. 


the mathematical way of looking at things, the geometrical |. 


” 


form of proofs is of great signihicance, even where the proofs 
themselves are insipid and marred by inaccuracies. ı Every 
point of view not recognised in mathematics is "expressiy : 
rejected by Spinoza as inadmissible.. Foremost among these 
is the teleological. In order to preserve this, Aristotle had 
declared a mathematical view of physics to be inadequate 
(cf. $ 88, ı). Spinoza, on the other hand, will not admit the 
conception of anend even in Ethics. He is never weary of 
scoffing atthose who demand a God that works towards ends, 
who commit the ürrepov wporepov of explaining things by their 


.ends, or who introduce the confused idea of obligation into 


human conduct. He expressiy extols mathematics because 
non circa fines versatur (Eth. ı., Append.), and recommends 
it as a model. Everything, even the various aspects of 
human activity, is to be regarded exactly as if it were a 
question of lines, planes, and solids (#14. i., fr. 33. Schol. 2. 
ii, ref). Just as mathematics knows nothing of the idea 
of an end, so the idea of causality is utterly foreign to it. 
There we hear nothing of the actual production of effects, 
which cannot be conceived of without transference, but merely 
of conditions. Instead of causes, mathematics has reasons ; 
instead of eflects, consequences. This is exactly Spinoza’s 
ati, The expression causa, and even causa eflieiens, 
occurs In his writings (ZiA ı., Pro. 16, Coroll.). But his 
often repeated polemic against the caussa being conceived of 
as fransiens ; the explanatory remark, when eficere was pre- 
dicated of anything, that it means er gyus definitione (so Eh. 
1., dr. 16, dem.), or even ex eo seguitur (i., Pro. 7, dem., and 
elsewhere) ; the continually recurring reference to the illustra- 
tion of the triangle, from the nature or definition of which 
this thing or the other follows—all these show clearly that he 


“ knows nothing of actual causal connection, but merely of 


being conditioned by a logically prior or auxiliary conception. 
Accordingly he connects causa and ralıo by sew (i.,fr. ıı, 


Fu 
. 
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dem. alıt.). Just as space neither contemplates nor causes 
figures, but certainly conditions them, since figure cannot be 
conceived of without space, so Spinoza recognises no other 
conception of the conditioned than that it presupposes - 
something else: conceplum alterius rei involvit (Eth. ı., ax. 
4). In accordance with this principle, wherever the con- 
ception of one thing presupposes (Presupponit, involvit) that 
of another, he forthwith defines the former as conditioned by 
the latter, as its efectus (cf. Zth. ii., Pr. 5, dem.). Closely 
connected with this polemic against all zras:7:10, is the similar - 
one against all real succession, against time, which he looks 
upon as merely a confused idea. Averro&s, whose opinions 
may have been familiar to Spinoza through the commentaries 
on his work by Maimonides, and through Gersonides, had made 
(vid. $ 187, 2.) the philosopher take his stand in the heart 
of eternity, where before and after completely disappear, and 
where all that is possible is regarded as already actual. 
Spinoza follows him almost literally in demanding that the - 
philosopher should view everything su0 specie aternitatis 
(il, Pr. 44, Cor. 2), z.e. in perfect freedom from the limits of 
time (i., def. 8). This naturally implies, that he views cevery- 
thing szmul (de int. em. xiv.), i.e., without a real, and in merely 
a logical-succession. 

3. Accordingly, the starting-point of his philosophy is not 
the creator of the world, not even the fundamental cause of 
all things, but the logical presupposition of all that exists,— - 
that in virtue of which alone everything else can become an 
object of thought, and which itself does not require for its con- - 
ception the antecedent conception of anything else. This is 
the only meaning of his causa sur (i., def. ı). The phrase has 
no reference, as it had with Descartes, to an actual process of 
self-creation. In the Tract. drev., Spinoza had scoffed at such 
an idea, and therefore at the causa sul; in the Tract. de int. 
emend. he is willing to accept this (vz/g0) current expression, 
provided it be taken to mean simply what is z» se, that is, 
not z»# alio. In this sense, and in this sense alone, it is adopted 
inthe Zihws. The best translation of causa sul in Spinoza » 
is: the unconditioned. This he finds in the one Substance - 
wherein all things consist. This Substance alone exists, it 
combines in itself omne esse; and therefore ıt would be an 
absurdity to conceive it as non-existent (i., def. 3, de ıut. 
emend. ix.). Althougli he calls this Substance God, ıt must 
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not be forgotten that he expressly declares that he attaches a 
very different meaning to this word from that attached to it 
by his Christian contemporaries; further, that he uses Dezs and 
“ Matura quite indifferently ; and finally, that he joins by Aoc est 
- the sentences: “God is one,” and: “ The Substance wherein 
all things consist, is one” (ZJ. 21, Eth. iv., Praef. i., pr. 14, 
Coroll. ı). (Those who attach a religious significance to the 
word God, ought accordingly, in reading Spinoza, always to 
substitute Natura for Deus.) The unity of Substance is not 
to be conceived of as numerical, for number presupposes a 
higher genus, but as absolute oneness (Z/. 50). Since there 
- is no real existence, except Substance, and since .anything 
defined, or limited, or determined, or finite (all four words 
mean just the same in Spinoza), only exists because it is 
limited by another thing of the same nature, e.g., a figure by 
other figures (cf. ZiA. i., def. 2), it follows that Substance is 
infinite. In regard to this word, Spinoza insists, as Descartes 
had done before him, that in spite of the negative prefix, 
-ınfinity is a positive conception. For all determination is 
negation, inasmuch as it draws a line between the thing de- 
termined and everything else, e.g. a figure (Z/. 50). Further, 
it states a non-esse, a defecdtus (EP. 41). Accordingly, that 
which, like Substance, is simply an affırmation of existence 
(ZtA. i., pr. 8, Schol.), must naturally be conceived of without 
this negation, and therefore as infinite in the positive sense of 
the word (zdza., i., pr. 8, Schol.). . Since “ without limitations” 
means the same thing as “ infinite,” we may also use “ perfect” 
instead of either. It is so used in the Trac. drev. (p. 22), 
where zon esse accordingly appears as omnium imperfectionum 
maxima (p. 56). That which is absolutely undetermined, is 
_ determined neither in regard to its existence nor in regard to 
its results. That is, where it produces an effect, it does so 
without being compelled. \Vhat he here opposes to com- 
pulsion, Spinoza calls necessity quite as often as freedom 
(zö:d. ı., def. 7), and says, in accordance with this principle, 
“God acts (ag2#) without compulsion, and He is a free cause” 
(2d:d., p. 17). lf we reflect that Spinoza is never weary of 
denying that God acts with freedoın of will, and that he uses 
ex e0 sequitur for agıt as frequently as we saw that he did for 
. efficıt, it becomes clear that /idere here merely means “ of 
Himself,” or, “ without compulsion,” and agere about as much 
as “making” or “causing” does with us, when we say: 
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“ The nature of the triangle makes or causes its angles to be, 
etc.” On the whole, then, Spinoza always maintains that the 
same necessity which requires the existence of God, demands 
that everything should result from Him (iv., Jrefat.), .e,, 
maintains that His being and His activity coincide. 


4- The correlative to the absolutely unconditioned, or Sub- 


stance, is the merely conditioned. To this, Spinoza often 
(eg. EP. 4) applies the Aristotelian name of accidens, but 
usually the Cartesian one of modus. He also calls it modif- 
catıo, or affectw. He explains mode to mean that which is in 
something else, so that it can only be conceived by the help 
of this something (i., def. 5), or requires this something as a 
preliminary or pre-existing conception (i., Zr. 8, Schol.). In- 
finite space is the pre-existing condition of a definite figure, 
and can be thought of without the help of the figure ; but the 
converse is not true. Similarly, thought cannot rid itself of 
Substance, but may rid itself of mode in which Substance 
certo et determinalo modo expressa est ; ıt is possible to con- 
ceive as non-existent what exists definitely, impossible to do 
so with existence itself (i., dr. 24, EP. 28). For this reason 
eternity, z.e. existence as a result of the definition, belongs 
only to Substance, not to modes.' Similarly, Substance is the 
unity that excludes all plurality, while there are many modes, 
etc. In short, the predicates attached to Substance and to 
modes are of such opposite kinds, that Spinoza himself com- 
pares the difference between the two to that between straight 


and crooked. They are diametrically opposed to each other,- 


as correlatives must be. And further, as ıs also characteristic 


of correlatives, they suggest one another, a relation which- 


Spinoza expresses by calling Substance the causa (not /rans- 
iens, however, but zmanens) of the modifications, of which it 
is said to beat once the cause and the sum-total. In spite 
of the fact that it has been criticized as childish, my com- 
parison of this relation to that between the ocean and the 
ever-vanishing waves, seems to me quite as justihable as the 
one made by Spinoza himself in the Zrarc/. drev., where it is 
likened to that between the understanding and the ideas of 
which the latter is the sum, or as the other in the Zikues, 
according to which Substance is related to the modes, in the 
same way that a line is related to the points which exist in it 
(as possible). Now, if Spinoza in many passages maintains that 
nothing really exists except Substance and its changing forms 


\ 
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or modifications, the question arises—What place is there in 
his system for individual things, the zes Jartıculares, of which 
he very often speaks ? Spinoza himself associates the most 
various meanings with the word zes. But if one understands, 
as we would do here, by individual objects or things, beings 
- which exist and persist independently, then properly speaking 
Spinozism does not admit that there are things at all. We 
only come to things by giving independence to the modes 
which are essentially dependent, by disregarding what con- 
stitutes their nature—the fact that they are merely in some- 
thing else. In this abstract way of looking at them, we alter 
them just as, in one of the similes employed, frost would change 
the waves into lumps of ice, or, in the other, a needle cutting 
the line would change it into points. Spinoza gives the name 
of imagınation to this partial and fragmentary way of regarding 
things (v2d. zufra, sub. 11); and we must accordingly say that 
imagination alone makes (independent) things out of (depen- 
dent) modes. The mere sum-total of individual things is called 
the world (of sense) in ordinary phraseology, and by Kant too, 
who opposes it to Nature. If we adopt this view, Jacobi and 
Hegel are right in maintaining, especially in contrast with those 
who reproached Spinoza with having deified the world, that he 
had rather denied its existence altogether. If weaccept with 
a slight modification the illustration which Spinoza himself 
-employed, and liken Substance and its modes to a plane 
surface and the figures which can be drawn within it, the 
process characteristic of imagination may be compared with 
the division of the plane surface into an infinite number of 
minute squares, each of which would represent what we, in 
Spinoza’s language, calla res Zarticularis or even individuum. 
lf it be asked what is the condition (causa proxima) of the 
existence of such a square, it is certainly not the infinitely 
extended plane in which it is, but the other squares which 
enclose it. This makes perfectly intelligible Spinoza’s asser- 
- tions that no finite thing results from God, or has Him for its 
(immediate) cause, but that each in turn is conditioned by 
hnite things, and these again by finite things, so that the 
. fAinite results only from the finite (i., #roß. 28). And further, 
that every individual thing, inasmuch as it is conditioned by 
another, is under restraint, and is accordingly not free or 
necessary, that it contains an element of chance which cannot 
be deduced from its definition or a friori, but can only bo 
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realized by the help of experience, z.e. imagination (ii., Zr. 31, 
Coroll. Ef. 28). The illustration just employed makes it very 
easy for us to understand the position of Spinoza, when he 
defends himself so vigorously against the accusation that he 
makes Substance consist of a combination of things, and yet 
elsewhere calls things parts of nature (Z#. 40, 29, 15). To 
make Substance a combination of things would be to him just 
as absurd as (z.e., not less so, but not more so, than) to say 
that the line is a combination of points. In our own illustra- 
tion, every square can be called a part of the plane surface, 
and yet no one could say that the plane was formed by a 
combination of the squares. For, in the first place, they were 
not there prior to it; and further, in order to have the plane 
surface, we must remove in Dought the sides of the squares, 
that is, the squares as such. (Things as such, then, are pro- 
ducts of a limited apprehensiop’; things are in fact modifi- 
cations which give defnite expression to the true existence 


(God, Nature) (i., #7. 25, Corol.). But so soon as their true‘ 


aspect is realized, they cease to exist independently, they are 
no longer things in the ordinary sense of the word. In their 
place appear limited participations in the one true existence. 
Each of these participations must naturally contain two im- 
portant elements; and the fact that Spinoza sometimes lays 
stress on one of these and sometimes on the other, often 
makes it harder to understand him. In the first place, as an 
expression of the true existence, it belongs to the infinite 
multiplicity (z.e., the totality) that results from God (1., /r. 
16, 17, Schol.), or is contained in God (ii., fr. 8), in such a 
way that it cannot be conceived without Him. In other 
words, it belongs to that which is (immediately) caused (con- 
ditioned) by God (v., Zr. 29, Schol.). This side of the indi- 


>’ 


4‘ 


vidual thing is its essence or nature (essentia sive nalura, iv.,- 


def. 8, pr. 56, dem.), often called by metonymy its idea 
(definitio i., pr. 16, dem.). This is eternal, just as being in 
general is eternal, Cogil. met. ı, 2, Eth.i., fr. 21. It is called 
an eternal truth (Zp. 28). Accordingly, with Spinoza “to 
view under the form of eternity,” and “ toapprehend anything 
from its essence,”’ are synonymous (v., Zr., 29, 30). Since 
being or existence was the absolutely positive which excludes 
all negation, it is impossible that the essence of a thing should 
contain what involves its non-existence. Transitoriness would 
involve this, and accordingly the essence of everything be- 


Ir * 
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comes identical with the maintenance or assertion of its own 
existence (üi., Pr. 4, dem., pr. 6, 7). Besides this positive 
element which constitutes the true reality (extılas sive realılas 


‚iv., ref.) of things, there is in the second place that which 


completes the essenzia by making it ackualıs or presens exis- 
Lentıa, or aclu existere (v., pr. 29, dem. il., pr. 9). This comes 
to it from other things, with which it is united to form a com- 
munıs ordo nature, Or connexio causarum (ii., Pr. 30, dem. pr-7. 
Schol.). This negative element,— which, just because it is 
negative, is not deduced from the being of the thing, but is 
accepted empirically as a fact, —makes what is (essentially) 
eternal into something temporal or enduring. Each thing 
has, accordingly, a double existence, and likewise a double 
position in the complex world of existence: on the one hand, 
that which is determined by its essence, on the other, that 
which is determined by its being "Tonditioned by something 
else. In virtue of the former, it is necessary der se; in virtue 
of the latter, necessary der alıud. The latter Spinoza called 
contingens (i., fr. 33), and accordingly identified, as did his 
subsequent opponent Wolff (vd. $ 290, 4), with the Zypothetice 
ntecessarıunm. The two kınds of existence, the timeless and the 
ternporal, would correspond in our illustration to the existence 
of each individual square as a plane, and as a four-sided 
figure. Spinoza compared them to the possibility of making, 
by the help of two intersecting chords within the circumfer- 
ence of a circle, an infinite number of right angles of the same 
size, and the actual existence of two such richt angles made 
by drawing two chords (ii., 27. 8, Schol.). This comparison 
explains the position subsequently taken up by the school of 
Leibnitz and Wolff, in which existence was placed on the 
same level as possibility, and exzstentia was called complemen- 
tum possibilitatıs (vid. $ 290, 4). 


Cf. Theodor Camerer : die Lehre Spinoza’s. Stuttg. 1877. 


5. Midway between Substance as the z»/fnıLum and things 
as /inıla, there standsthe sum of all modes, which is reached 
last in the ascent from things, and first in the descent from 
the infinite. Spinoza’s phrases : infinite modification, or in- 
finite mode, and so on, characterize very aptly this interme- 
diate position. In connection with it, however, we are not to 
think of anything like an actual development, but simply of 
a higher and a lower in a logical and mathematical sense. 
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Thus, if, to push our illustration further, we start from the 
most limited, the primitive square, this gives us what Spinoza 
calls zudivıduum primi ordınıs ; if we imagine several of these 
combined ınto one, we have zadividua secundi ordınis, and so 
on until we reach that which embraces all of them. This 
remains the same amid all changes of its subordinate con- 
stituents, and is Zofa natura (ii., Lemma 7, Schol.). Instead of 
this expression, the phrase : farzes Lotius unıversi ıs employed 
in a letter to Tschirnhausen ; and Spinoza at the same time 
says, that it is this he means when he speaks of an infinite, 
eternal modification of God, which results directly from God. 
In the ascending process above described the simple square is 
recognised as resulting directly from those which surround it, 
and these in their turn from those which surround them. And 
so, when the question ultimately arises, —“ What is the presup- 
position necessary for all the squares taken together, that from 
which they result directly as from their causa proxima?” we 
can hardly give any other reply, than that it is the plane 
surface undivided. Quite in accordance with this, Spinoza 
says in his Zract. drev., that God is causa Proxima only of 
infinite modification (SzPpJem., p. 59). This latter he separates 
from individual things by an infinite number of intermediate 


stages ; and he says repeatedly in the Zikws, that it alone . 


results directly from God, that what it comıprehends results 
from Him only indirectly. Inasmuch, however, as ınfınity can 
now be predicated both of the absolutely unconditioned and 
of this immediately conditioned, and further, since the word 
natura was employed to denote both, the necessity arıses for 
avoiding misunderstandings by strict distinctions. Spinoza 


v 


e 


remains faithful to the conception he has once set up, accor- 


ding to which the infinite is the positive, which excludes all 
limit (as being negation). But he allows a distinction between 
that which absolutely excludes all limitation, and that which 


merely excludes numerical determination. The former is the - 


absolute infinitum, Substance ; the latter is what he means 
wherever he speaks of the infinite in the plural, and employs 
infinıla as a synonym for omnıa (e.g. i., fr. 16). Although he 
himself frequently says, that we should apply the term :- 
finium only to the absolutely infinite, and should call the 
innumerable, zxdefinitum, and although he contrasts the former 
as infinilum ratıonıs with the latter as zu finilum imagınalıonıs, 
still he is not always consistent. Consequently, the distinction 
VOL. II. F 
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is often lost sight of between the conceptions which we have so 
far been explaining, and which, to connect them with Spinoza’s 
own words, form the descending stages: (1) All or infinite 
(Omme esse. absolute infinitum, in the Tract. drev. also Ommne) ; 
(2) Everything, or infinites, or infinitely many (Omnia ın/finıla); 
and lastly, (3) Each, or individual thing (Oxodeumgue, res par- 
lıcularis, finitum, singulare). 1f this distinction be maintained, 
there is no contradiction involved in Spinoza’s saying, that 0 
finite thing results from God, and that everylking results from 
God (1., fr. 16, dem.). Nor is it any more a contradiction to 
say, that al/ finite being is necessary, and that every finite thing 
is contingent. With the expression “nature,” Spinoza deals 
more strictly than with “ infinite” as a predicate. He accord- 
ingly adopts the distinction between zafura nalurans and 
natura nalurala, a distinction which appears as early as the 
Commentaries of Averroes (De calo, ı, ı),and which was current 
among the Schoolmen. Consistently, however, with his point 
of view, the idea of creation which former thinkers had looked 
upon as the bond between the two (e.g., Vincent of Beauvais: 
Speculum majus, 15, 4), is here supplanted by that of condition. 
Both in the Trae£. drev. (Supplem., p. 80) and in the Zihws 
- (i., #r. 29, Schol.), he says that the za/ura nalurans ıs that which 
is in itself and requires nothing else, z.e., God. In regard to the 
“ nalura nalurala, on the other hand, the two accounts are 
quite at variance. According to the 7ract. drev., a distinction 
must be drawn between the zalura naturala generalis, ı.e., 
the modes which follow immediately from God, and the na/ura 
naturala partıcularis, 1.e., the particular things conditioned by 
these modes. In the Zikies this distinction is no longer re- 
cognised. There, conditioned nature is defined as that gu0d 
ex necessitale Dei nature sequitur, hoc est OMNES modos qualenus 
considerantur ut res que in Deo sunt et que sine Deo nec esse 
nec concipi possunt (i., fr. 29, Schol.), that is, exactly as the 
natura nalurala generalis was conceived of in the Zract. drev. 
If, then, we keep the expression, world, for the sum of things 
(the former natura nalurata particularis), the natura nalurala 
which stands midway between it and God, would correspond 
very much to what we might call the world as a wAole, or 
order of the world. This ıs distinguished from the uncon- 
ditioned, as the system of all conditions, within which every 
individual object would be a conditioned thing. 

6. The distinction between nature, viewed either as all or 
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as everything, and individual things, may be called a quanti- 
tative one ; and accordingly a geometrical figure suffhiced to 
make itclear. Qualitative distinctions are introduced into the 
system by the help of a third fundamental conception. This 
is the conception of attribute, the definition of which Spinoza 
himself inserts between that of substance and that of mode— 
an order from which we have departed here. Wherehe is 
maintaining that nothing, except Substance and its modes, 
exists realıter, he repeatedly adds to this word z.e. exr/ra zntel- 
lVectum.* And yet, besides these, he speaks of attributes.. The 
only explanation possible seems to be, that the attributes are 2x 
intellectu. That such is really the doctrine of Spinoza, many 
are disposed to deny; but they can only do so by utterly 
ıgnoring the chief passages in support of this view. These 
passages must accordingly be brought forward prominently 
here. Spinoza never forgot the statement he made in his 
Cogitat. metaphys. (i., 3), to the effect that Substance, as such, 
does not affect us at all, and that it therefore requires to be 
interpreted by an attribute, from which (as Descartes before 
kim had taught) “ zon nisi ratione distinguitur.” Accordingly 
he always speaks of the attributes of Substance in such a way 
as to bring into prominence the idea of existence for the 
understanding that knows. This is the case even in the 
definition of attribute (i., def. 4). While Descartes had said 
that attribute constitutes (cozs/ılurt) the essence of sub- 
stance, Spinoza says that attribute “is that which intellect 
perceives concerning substance, as constituting the essence 
thereof.” (That constiluens is neuter here is proved beyond 
a doubt by ii., Zr. 7, Schol.) In this, an indication of some- 
thing which is not perceived, is recognised even by those who 
hold a different view from the one maintained in these pages. 
In the same direction point all the varieties of expression: 
that attribute erdrimit, explicat the essence of Substance, or, 
that the essence Der attrıbutum ıintclligitur, sub altrıbuto con- 


* Kuno Fischer: Gesch. d. n. Phil, znd ed. i., 2, p. 275 and 317 asserts 
that I have no right to appeal upon this point to Z/h. i. pr. 4, dem., since 
there Spinoza adds to the word Substantia—sive quod idem est attributa. ‘The 
quotation in my Vermischte Aufsätze did not refer to the end of the dem., of 
which Fischer is thinking, but to the first sentence of it, where this addition 
ıs no more to be found than it isin Z2. 4, which I also brought forward as 
a proof. [Fischer replies to this in the zrd ed., p. 359.—ED.] 


[on 


63 FIRST PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 272, 6 





Le. L—— nn a ——— 2 u 


sideratur, and so on, all of which involve the.idea uf revela- 
tion or phenoimenon, z.e. of a relation to a perceiving subject. 
Most decisive of all is what Spinoza writes to Simon de Vries, 
or rather in his person to the whole circle, in whose name 
de Vries had questioned him. After defining Substance as 
he does in the Z/Akzes, he continues : “ By attribute I under- 
stand exactly the same thing, except that it is called attribute 
respectu intellectus substantie cerlam talem naturam trıbuentis.” 
(Here then it is the perceiving intellect, with Descartes [cf. 
$ 267, 4] it was nature, which is said to be that which szÖ- 
stantie nalturam tribull.) He then goes on to meet the 
objection that two names are applied to one and the same 
thing, by pointing out that what we call s72002Ah, may be called 
white, if it be looked at ina different aspect. The other 
example which he brings forward in the same place, that 
the third patriarch had two names, one of which denoted 
his relation to his brother, reminds us of what he had said 
in regard to the name of God in the Traei. Lheol. polit. 
xiii. 11, 12. Onlythe name Jehovah indicates Dez adsolutam 
essentiam sine relatione ad res crealas ;, El Sadai, on the con- 
trary, and all the others, atfrıduta sunt gue Deo competunt 
qualenus cum velatione ad res creatas consideratur vel per ipsas 
manifestatur. Accordingly, although (ZA. i. Ar. 32, dem.) the 
substantia absolute infinıta is expressly distinguished from 
Substance gualenus attrıbutum habe, (il we must surely ulti- 
_ mately conclude that the attributes do'not introduce essential 
differences into Substance, but merely state what it is for the 
understanding that contemplates :) 2.e., the ways in which it 
appcars, or, —what is the same thing differently expressed, 
—ın which it is conceived of by the understanding that 
contemplates it. I have compared them to the coloured 
spectacles through which a white surface (z.e. one which con- 
tains all colours er no colours) is viewed, and I am least of all 
moved to abandon this illustration by the raillery of the critic 
who maintains that the understanding does not put the attri- 
butes there but merely distinguishes them. For this seems 
to me to be merely the substitution for the spectacles of a 
prism, which breaks up the white into blue and yellow, z.e., 
the substitution of donnet blanc for blanc bonnel. The 
view here advanced has been attacked with more serious 
weapons, but with even less success, by those who say that 
it makes Spinoza into a disciple of Kant. As if Kant had 
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invented the distinction between “in itself” and “ for us,” be- 
tween essence and phenomenon! As if, since men began 
to think, it had not been made by every one who has at- 
tempted to get dehind things or to investigate their essence / 
But not only has this distinction been made. It has been the 
subject of reflection ever since Demccritus distinguished be- 
tween what is erey, and what is vouw, or Aristotle contrasted 
ice with pos nuas. The same question appears in the 
Middle Ages in all inquiries about esse zu ve and esse znintellectu, 
about distinctio secundum rem and secundum ralionem, about 
denominalio extrinseca and ens ralionis. Lastly, as regards 
Spinoza himself, one could never say that such a distinction 
was unknown to him and did not appear till the succeeding 
century, unless one were willing to forget all the passages 
where he contrasts denominationes exlrinsecas, relaliones and 
circumstanlias with essentia, modi cogilandı with modı rerum, 
distinctiones reales with distingui solo conceplu. There ıs, 
however, a vast difference between Kant and Spinoza. The 
former never loses sight of this distinction, and has pushed his 
reflections upon it so far asto reach the result that all predi- 
cates which are attached to phenomena, must be denied of 
things in themselves. In Spinoza, the relation betwcen the 
two is quite different. He touches upon the relation between 
things as actually existing and as objects of thdught, only 
where he cannot avoid it, especially therefore wherc he has 
to reply to objections. That the two may stand in opposition 
to each other, never occurs to him. Like all before Kant, he 
looks upon it as a matter of course that cogitarı debet and est 
are the same. And so too with zozx esse and zeguire cogitart. 
The question : “\Vhy are the two one?” he thrusts aside 
almost scornfully, as where he touches upon the criterion of 
truth, or again where the adequacy of the idea, though at first 
it does »0£ denote its agreement with the zdea/um, still in- 
volves the certainty of this agreement. For this very reason 
I can see no objection to my view in the fact that Spinoza says 
substantıa sive.—or even 2d est,—cjus allrıbuta. It is exactly 
parallel to #0» es? 2.e. copitarı nequit, or conversely. Spinoza’s 
theory of the attributes of Substance would accordingly assume 
the following shape : The understanding can conccive of any-. 
thing only by attaching predicates to it. If that which is 
conceived is something limited or finite, then the predicates 
to be attached to it may contain negations; as, e,ge., when 


-J FIRST PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 272, 6. 


mind, because it cannot distinguish bodies strictly, ommia 
corpora sub attrıbuto entıs, rei, etc. comprehendit (ii., Pr. 40. 
Schol. ı). It is otherwise with Substance, existence in itself, 
to which, as the absolutely affırmative, only such predicates 
may be attached as express something absolutely positive, 
that is, perfection or infinity. It is true that so soon as there 
are several of these, so soon as one is 7202 what the other is, their 
infinity is not the infinity of Substance, which was absolutely 
free from negation, but a third kind, which now appears, the 
infinitum ın suo genere (i., def. 6 explic.). By this is to be 
understood that which allows nothing of the same kind as 
itself to escape it. Thus extension, which includes all ex- 
tended things, remains infinite (in its own kind), or zufinılam 
CERTAM essenliam exprimit (i., pr. 10, Schol.), even although 
thought lies outside of it. Now all such perfectly positive 
predicates expressing this infinity must be attached to exist- 
ence, which includes everything. An infinite understanding 
will therefore view it under innumerable attrıbutes ; for such 
an understanding, Substance consists of all, z.e. of innumerable 
attributes, each of which expresses eternal and infinite being 
(i., def. 6). It is otherwise with the human understanding. 
It too is unable to conceive of Substance without attrıbutes, 
that is, without attributing to it predicates. Substance ac- 
cordingly sepositis afeclionibus cogıtari potest, but not sepositis 
altrıbutis ; it consists therefore of attributes, and that, as we 
have just shown, for the human and for the infinite under- 
standing alike. Thus, as soon as the understanding, whether 
“finite or infinite, appears, what exists outside of tlıe under- 
standing as Substance, pure being, ıs changed into attrıbutes, 
or consists of them (i., Zr. 30, dem.). (1 consider this passage 
one of the most important for conhirming my view, although 
it has been brought forward very recently to refute it, in the 
excellent essay of Camerer, referred to above, $ 272,4.) But 
of what attributes ? Just as Spinoza is serious in his scorn 
for those who consider that the glodu/us which we inhabit is 
the whole world (77. dr. de Deo), so he is serious, when, in 
his letters to Tschirnhausen, he admits the possibility that 
another finite understanding may not know the attribute of 
extension, just as our understanding is unable to conceive of 
an infinite number of attributes of Substance, although it 
knows that there are such. He may at one time have 
cherished the hope that the human understanding would 
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succeed in discovering new attributes of God. But in his 
latter days he was convinced that, because man is a mode of 
thought and extension, he knows only the attribute of thought 
and that of extension, and can accordingly conceive of God 
only under these two attributes, but must conceive of Him 
under both. In spite of this limitation, he claims for the 
human understanding an adequate knowledge of God, since, 
as Descartes had already shown, it is possible to have a per- 
fectly adequate knowledge of the triangle, even before one 
knows all the propositions which follow from the definition. 
It is not in Substance, then, but in the limitation of the 
human understanding, that we are to look for the reason why 
we must be content with regarding it as thinking and as 
extended. As a matter of fact, however, it does not really 
involve a great sacrifice to renounce all claim to a knowledge 
of the others. For thought, which Spinoza conceives of just 
as Descartes had done, —as the making objective or the repre- 
sentation of what exists formaliter —mirrors in itself the 
content of all attributes. Thus it forms, to express it me- 
chanically, the half of all that a4 the attributes together 
contain, or contains just as much as all /Je o£hers put tozether ; 
—-an exceptional position which Spinoza recognises when he 
contrasts thought, as he frequently does, not with the “others,” 
but with “the” attributes (il., Zr. 8, Cor.,; pr. 6, Coroll.). 
Thought, which is thus correlative and equivalent to all the 
other attributes, is known to the human understanding and to 
every finite understanding, even to that which could not ap- 
prehend extension. But this is not all. It appears to have 
been the feeling that subject and object, Ego and non-Ego, 
were mutually opposed, which made Spinoza say so decidedly 
in his Zraci. drev. p. 192, that even although it were not 
bodies that occasioned our ideas or mental affections, still 
what called them forth would be something quite different 
from the human mind. This “omnino differre” assigns t6 
every object of thought a nature opposite to that of thoucht. 
Since, however, thought was something internal, being-by- 
itself, this is something external, being-outside-itself (Ya. 
p- 40, sußra); so that every attribute which is opposed to 
thought threatens to become ultimately identical with exten- 
sion. Perhaps Spinoza felt this when he gave up the search 
for other attributes.. Perhaps too it was this feeling which, 
when Tschirnhausen drew his attention through Schuller to 
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the fact that thought will contain more than each of the other 
attributes, made Spinoza pass over the point in silence, and 
afterwards led him in the further course of his investigations 
to proceed as if it were impossible to regard existence other- 
wise than under these two attributes. We have now further 
to inquire how all, how everything, and how individual ob- 
jects present themselves to the mind of the observer under 
these attributes.* | 


* It was through Hegel that I was first led to adopt the view stated here 
In my: Versuch einer wissensch. Darst. der Gesch. d. n. Philos. i., 2 (Leipz., 
Riga and Dorpat, 1836), $ 8, and more thoroughly in my: Vermischte 
Aufsätze (Leipz., 1846), 1 have expounded it as the only one which to my 
mind is consistent with maintaining the “ monism,” or pantheism, of Spinoza. 
My belief has been confirmed by the fact that a different view of the attributes, 
as is proved by the example of Thomas, and more recently of Böhmer, goes 
hand-in-hand with the idea that Spinoza is a “ pluralist,” or, if one will have 
it so, a polytheist. But my opponents are not drawn solely from those who 
hold such an opinion, but also from those who regard the oneness of Sub- 
stance as part of Spinoza’s teaching. In fact, my view has been attacked 
by almost all who mention it. Although these attacks have shown me 
that it has weak points, still I have met with no theory which I should be 
prepared to accept instead of it. To begin with what the most formidable 
opponent of what he calls the “formalist” view advances, — although 
Kuno Fischer’s reproduction of the system of Spinoza is brilliant, and in 
many respects admirable, still I cannot agree with his assertion that the 
attributes are forces. For we join issue on the first point of all, inasmuch 
as I deny that the Substance of Spinoza is a causa cfciens (vid. supra, sub.2), 
while Fischer really founds his whole account upon the supposition that it 
is. [Via. Fischer’s reply, of. cit, zrd ed., p. 369. Also: Note top. 355.—ED.] 
Trendelenburg I can no longer reckon among my opponents. For if he 
calls the attributes “ various definitions of one and the same thing,” or various 
“expressions,” I confess that I can discover no difference between those 
statements and my own. P. Schmidt, in his interesting essay on Schleier- 
macher, which will be referred to at the end of $ 315, differs from both 
Fischer and Trendelenburg, but isa decided opponent of my view. Accord- 
ing to him, thought and extension are the summa genera of existence. So 
far, I can quite agree with him. For by denying the determination (finitude, 
according to Spinoza) of the individual objects of perception, it is possible to 
rise from these until ultimately the two classes of thinking and extended 
existence are reached. Beyond these lies nothing but the owmne esse, which 
embraces them, and which is identical with Spinoza’s Substance, or Nature, 
or God. This, however, so far from anticipating one of the possible answers, 
does not even raise the question : “ \Vhence comes that by which existence 
manifests itself as these two gexera, or by which the two are distinguished, 
thinking existence being non-extended, and extended existence, non-think- 
ing?” To this Hegel replies, and I follow him : “It cannot be deduced from 
Substance, and it must accordingly be introduced into it. This is the work 
of the understanding, which finds in itself not mercly one, but two posi- 
tive predicates (positive to cortespond to existence), and no more than these 
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7. First, asregards Substance as such, the zafura nalurans, 
it is, according to its two attributes, of two kinds-—extended 
Substance, and thinking Substance (res extensa, res cogitans, 
il. Zr. ı and 2). In both cases, however, we must imagine 
every limitation removed. God is therefore neither body nor 
will, for the former is a limitation of extension, while the latter 
is a determined and limited form of thought. Infinite or sub- 
stantial extension, infinite size, attributes (z.e., properly, the 
other attributes) of God, zutura Dei, or even simply zafıra, 
are the terms applied to the Infinite as extended. On the 


two.” That Spinoza reaches his attributes in this way, is for me much the most 
important point. In the face of that it secms comparatively unimportant, 
how far he himself was conscious of the relation in which his two attributes 
really stood. Even if I could not bring forward a single quotation to prove 
that Spinoza was conscious of this, I should venture to say that the attributes 
are predicates, which the understanding must attach to Substance, not 
because the latter, but because the former, has this peculiar constitution. (I 
might say so, just as I may say that every person who tries to squint must 
alter the pupils of his eyes, although only a very few of those who squint 
know that this is the case.) I can, however, appeal to the letter to Simon de 
Vries, which I could not set aside so easily as K. Fischer does, even if it were 
written merely for the person to whom it is addressed, much less when it is 
seen to be an epistola catholica to Spinoza’s school. If the members of the 
Amsterdam “Collegium,” to which Spinoza was really writing, read his 
answer, it must have at once become plain to them, that in the theory of 
attributes, the point raised was what had been called for centuries, in philo- 
sophical phraseology, a distincio rationis, as opposed to a distindio realis. 
Descartes, too, employs this phraseology ; and K. Fischer, in his translation of 
the First Book of the Prönc. Z’hil., has been less happy in his choice of the 
expression, “rational” distinction, than Picot, who says ((Zurr. de Desc. ed. 
Cousin, vol. iii., P. 104): qui se fuit par la pensee. Descartes (Prince. Phil. i., 
62), just after having said that the distinction between a substance and its 
attributes is a distinctio ralionis, justifies the position that in certain circum- 
stances this can be united with the disänctto modalis, on the ground that both 
form a contrast to the «isdinctio realis. Any one who bears this in mind in 
reading Spinoza’s letter, as that circle of Spinozists at Amsterdam probably 
did, may,—if he shares the view I have set forth here, of Spinoza’s theory of 
attributes,—regard this theory as almost directly suggested by Descartes. 
(Many, however, who do not agree with me, will perhaps think that Fischer 
should have called my view, not “ formalist,” but, “ modalist,” on the analogy 
of the Sabellian doctrine of the Trinity.) It appears to me still to be the one 
in which I can find the best explanation of the contrast between Spinoza’s 
mutually opposed attributes of one Substance, and Descartes’ two kinds of 
mutually opposed Substance. Nor am I shaken in my convictions by the 
statements of the Zrac. drei, which distinguishes these two predicates from 
all others. I see in those statements the bridge that connects Spinoza’s 
uriginal theory with Descartes and (the later) Spinozism. 
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other hand, infinite or substantial thought, infinite power of 
thinking, frequently too zdea Dez, often simply Deus, are the 
names employed to denote the thinking Absolute. Conse- 
quently, while at first Deus and na/ura were connected by szve, 
it now runs: guod formalıer est ın nalura, objeclive est in 
Deo, but never conversely. The two words, taken in this 
narrower sense, stand in the same relation as res and cognitio 
yei, and the parallelism which Descartes had merely asserted 
to exist between formal and objective existence, here requires 
no further proof, because formality or actuality (what is now 
known as real existence) and objectivity (what is now called 
existence as idea) are both predicates of the same being. 
Since to become an object of thought, or to exist as an idea, 
means with Spinoza, just as with Descartes, to come into 
consciousness, unconscious thinking is of course a contradic- 
tion in terms, and God, because He thinks, knows that He 
thinks. Spinoza lays great stress on this point. He warns 
us against supposing that an idea is a “mute” (z.e. unper- 
ceived) copy, and demands that it should be regarded as a 
(conscious) act of thought (ii., Zr. 43, Sckol.). Accordingly 
the zdea tam ejus (sc. Dei) essenti@ guam omnium que ex 
zpsius essentia necessarıo seguuntur (ii., fr. 3), which consti- 
tutes the Divine thought, is not an unconscious process ; and 
those who understand by consciousness no more than con- 
sciousness of sensation, may say that Spinoza here teaches 
the doctrine of a conscious God. Those who demand 
more from (even human) consciousness, may question this. 
God, or Substance in general, was the condition (causa 
prima) of all that exists, and therefore His extension will be 
the condition of all corporeal existence,—this reminds one of 
Malebranche,—and similarly God, as a thinking being, will be 
the condition of all the various processes of thought. The 
circle has its ultimate ground in extension, just as the idea of 
the circle has its in thought. Accordingly, to attempt to deduce 
the existence of an extended thing, e.g. of the circle, from the 
fact that God had willed it, z.e. thought it, would—quite 
apart from the error of making one individual thing be con- 
ditioned by anything except another individual thing (vzd. 
supra, sub 4, ı., ir. 23) —ınvolve the further mistake of trying 
to explain the mode of the one attrıbute by a limitation of 
the other. The two are entirely independent, each is to be 
conceived of fer se, for otherwise they would be modes. 
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Everything, then, that follows formaliter (i.e. as something _ 


real) from the attributes of God, or from His nature (z.e. His 
extension), follows as an object ‘of thought from His thought, 
or His idea (ii., $r. 6 and 7, and Cor.). 

8. Leaving aside for the present, as we did before, the 
natura nalurala (generalis), and turning to the world of in- 


dividual things, we find that these are either cor2ora, res cor-: 


forez, sometimes simply zes, or are zdee, according as they are 
regarded under one attribute or the other. As surely as the 
small squares we introduced maintain their position relatively 
to one another, whether they are looked at through a yellow 
or through a blue glass, so surely is ordo rerum: idem ac ordo 
idearum, and a body and its idea or its cognıtio are una eadem- 
que res ( ii., pr. 7, and Sc/ol.), which becomes at one time part 
of the Divine thought, at another, part of the Divine exten- 
sion. The proposition brought forward above, to the effect 
that one individual thing results only from another individual 
thing, receives here a more exact determination. Anything of 
the nature.of body can be conditioned (caused) only by some- 
thing else of the nature of body, and a process of thought 
only by a process of thought (ii., /r. 9, dem.),—a separation 
of the two worlds which excludes all idealistic explanations 
in physical philosophy, all materialistic explanations in men- 
tal philosophy. Occasionalism could not go further than 
Spinoza in this separation. Not only does he scoff at those 
who imagine that their will moves their hands, but he makes 
both the rise of ideas in the human soul and their departure 
from it, e.g. at death, quite independent of the body, so that 
the mind dies from within (ili., Zr. ı1, Schol.). At the 
same time we must not overlook the fact, to which, following 
the example of the elder Sigwart, I drew attention in my 
Verm. Aufs., p. 160, that he treats materialistic explanations 
of mental processes with more respect than their opposite. 


Indeed, sometimes (ii., 57. 19, dem.) it happens with him that . 


the zdeata are opposed to the ideas, not as res but as cause, 
which contrasts strangely with what he writes to Schuller on 
ı8th Nov. 1675. Although, on account of this separation, 
both body and mind are to be conceived of as aufomala, the 
latter as aufomaton spirituale (De int. emend. xi. 85), still on 
account of the parallelism, in fact on account of the unity of 
the two orders, the few propositions on the theory of body 
which Spinoza has interspersed in the Second Book as lemmas, 
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are also very important for the theory of mind. Accordingly 
they are just in their right place under the heading De nalura 
et orıgine mentis. Since all bodies alike exist in extension, 
and further since extension does not vanish if we imagine an 
individual body removed, the essence of this body cannot 
consist in extension ( C/. ii., def. 2), but inthat which modi- 
fies extension by being added to it. With Descartes this had 
been motion, which was added to extension by God. Spinoza 
puts this Deus er machina aside, by making motion follow 
from extension. Further, by admitting an opposition within 
motion itself, an opposition which he designates by the words 
molus et guies (not to be regarded as absence of motion), 
he reaches in the Zraci. drev. the position of making the 


-essence of each body consist in a definite proportion of motion 


and rest. Such a proportion is found even in the cordus 
simplicissimum, by which we are merely to understand one of 
the above-mentioned zadıvidua primi ordinis. This is ac- 
cordingly distinguished from others of the same kind only by 
swiftness and slowness, not, so far, by direction, etc. of motion. 
This same zxdivıduum, under the attribute of thought, or in the 
Divine thought, is a simple thought or process of thought, an 
zdea. If weimagine an zndıviduum secundi ordinis, this would, 
under the attribute of extension, be a cordus compositun, which 
might contain a number of different complicated movements, 
accelerated, curvilinear, etc. To this corresponds a complex 
of ideas, or an arnıma, so thatthere isno composite body which 
would not possess a soul. There are varıous degrees in which 
this is true, for the more complex and capable of the most vari- 
ous imprcssions it is, the more perfect is the body, and the 
richer in ideas or more perfect is its soul (ii., Zr. 13, Schol.). 
Lastly, if the body is put together in the way in which the 
human body is, its soul is called a mind (zexs). This mind 
Is not something simple, but is made up of ideas, just as its 
body is made up of individual bodies (ii, Ar. 15, dem.). 
Nor can we say of it that its essence consists in thought, but 
rather that it consists in the idea of this its body, or the know- 
ledge of all the various bodily conditions (ii., Zr. 13). We 
must not, however, forget that there is no other knowledge 
of the body and its existence than that which concerns its 
being moved and affected (ii., /r. 19). The so-called con- 


‘ 


“ nection of body and soul, then, consists in its being one and 


the same thing, which is regarded at one time under the one 
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attribute, at another under the other (iii., 27. 2, Schol.). 

The fact that every individual object, and therefore man, 

must, as being a mode of Substance, be regarded under the 

same attributes as Substance itself, leads Tschirnhausen (Z. 

67) to bring forward one of the most forcible objections 

against the plurality of the attributes : If man ısa mode of 
Substance which has an infinite number of attrıbutes, how 

comes it that the human mind has the idea only of two of 
these ? Spinoza attempts to answer this in a letter of which 

only a fragment has survived (Z/.68). Theanswer he gives 

could only be satisfactory, if, instead of saying that the know- 

ledge of these attributes falls into an infinite number of other 

mentes, he had said that it falls into other zuieliectus infiniti 

(cf. infra, sub 9); for it is absolutely impossible to under- 

stand how what constitutes »2y essence should be known by 

another 7zezs, z.e. another part of the one zutellectus infinitus 

of which I and that »zezs are parts. Mind, then, is simply. 
the zdea or cognitio corporıs. But since an idea is only a pro- 

duct of the activity of thought, which was identical with 

consciousness, the zdea corporis is a conscious act of thought 

of the mind. Accordingly the zdea corporis is so closely 

connected with the knowledge of it, that as mind is zdea cor- 

poris, so it is zdea of this zdea, and therefore zdea mentis. 

(Kuno Fischer, whose correction of my former view I gratefully 

accept, has explained this point very clearly. The most im- 

portant passages are De int. emend. vi. 34 fl. and Zth. ii., Pr. 

20-22.) 

9. The ascent from individuals of the first to those of 
higher orders led, as we have seen (szd 5), to the Zofa natura, 
which, however, was not that which excludesall plurality, but 
the zatura naturata which embraces everything that neces- 
sarıly follows from Substance. This too must be conceived of 
under the two attributes. Under the one it will contain not 
a definite proportion of rest and motion, but all rest and all 
motion ; and it will accordingly be zofus ef guies in general. 
Under the other, just as one mind embraced many zade«, so it 
will embrace all zdez, and therefore also all collections of ideas 
or mentes (v., pr. 40, Schol.). This sum of all ideas (and minds) 
is the zutellectus infinitus, which, as we may quite easily see 
from the foregoing, belongs not to the »alura nalurans, but, 
Just like motus et quies, to the natura naturata (1., pr. 31, EP. 
27), As the natura nalurala was the last to be reached in 
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the ascent from the finite, and the first to be reached in the 
descent from the infinite, we can easily understand why the 
intellectus infinitus and motus et quies, which follow directly 
from God, were called at first not works but everlasting sons 
of God (Tract. drev., p. 82), —expressions which do not occur 
in the Zihics. The zutellectus infinıtus, then, possesses or 
contains odjective, the essence of all things (zdzd., Appen2. p. 
246). It is the zdea or cognıtio omnium, just as our mind is 
the cognitio of all that goes to make up our body, and just 
as “substantial thought,” or substance under the attribute of 
thought, was the cognitio of omme esse. Exactly as individual 
bodies participate in mofus e£ guies, and are conditioned by 
‚them, so every mens is of course a part of the zutellectus 
'znfınitus. The difference between this and the cogzlatıo 
infinita may be defined by saying that the former does and 

the latter does not consist of ideas (Z£/. 26). What is con- 
+ tained in the latter is the idea only of the one existence. 
' ı The cogzlatio infinita is therefore not zdea omnium, but 
certainly zdea Dei. For the rest, Spinoza’s zutellectus infinıtus 
reminds us strongly of the zuiellectus universalis of Averro&s, 
vid. $ 187, 2. 

10. Since, according to Spinoza, man is a part of nature, 
2.e. a thing among things, Anthropology naturally forms a 
part of his physical philosophy, and is with him much more 
nearly akin to Zoology than it is with Descartes (c/. iii., pr. 
57, Schol.). The third part of the Zikıcs, which treats of 
man apart from everything else, and purely asa natural being, 
begins by determining the conceptions of activity and of 
passivity. Activity means an adequate and sufficient, pas- 
sivity on the contrary, merely a partial explanation of one’s 
own condition (iit., def. 2). Man accordingly, whose bodily 
state is conditioned by the bodies which surround him, and 
who through sensation becomes conscious not merely of his 
own existence but also ofthe existence of other beings, is at 
once active and passive. In other words, he is checked, 
affected from without, in his activity ; but he keeps striving to 
assert his existence in the face of this hindrance, for thıs is 
essentially involved in the nature of everything (iii., fr. 3, 
Schol. pr. 6, 7,9). Ifthe consciousness of being thus affected 
- ıs called affection, the consciousness of the effort mentioned 

(appetitus) will be cupiditas, the first affection. With this are 

„associated joy and sorrow, according as satisfaction or 
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hindrance gets the upper hand. Next come fear and hope, - 
which are modifications of these fundamental affections. 
Since they all involve passivity, the absolute Being, as the 
absolute explanation, and therefore the absolutely Active, can 
know nothing of them. Like the being to which they belong, 
these passions ( Zassiones) are both bodily and mental. Along 
with them the conceptions of good and evil are forthwith - 
settled. These, since they denote merely satisfaction and its 
opposite, describe a relation to the individual that desires. 
The expression, “this is good for me,” has therefore a- 
perfectly rational sense ; while the expression, “ this is good 
(absolutely),” has no meaning whatever (iii., Ar. 39, Sckol.). 
By bringing into connection with joy or sorrow the idea of 
the object that causes them, we get love or hate (iii., 57. 13). - 
Spinoza now shows how, from the combination of those 
hitherto mentioned, the most various passions result, partly 
of a depressing and partly ofan elevating character. Since 
the depressed condition of mind ıs always laid down as the 
one that is to be avoided (iii., Zr. 28), we get Spinoza’s 
statics and mechanics of the passions ; from which is deduced 
the result that every one acts as his nature demands, z.e., 
seeks his own profit, and that the affections of men can only - 
be overcome by stronger affections. These two propositions 
give us the premises of Spinoza’s Political Philosophy, which 
is stated in outline in a scholium of the ZiAkis, and in more 
detail in the Zractatus politicus. Spinoza’s aim is merely to 
give a physiological account of the State ; from his point of - 
view this becomes a mechanical and physical theory. He 
does not profess to give laws for a Utopia, but merely a 
description of how man is bound to pass from a state of nature 
to some form of political society. Since every being naturally 
tends to assert and to enlarge its own existence, or to seek its 
own advantage, it has a right to do this; and might and right — 
generally coincide.e Not merely has the pike a right to eat 
the small fish, but man has the right to live according to his 
nature, and therefore the fool has a right to live foolishly, the 
wise man to live rationally. Nothing, accordingly, would be. 
unjust in the state of nature, except what no one wishes to do, 
and what no one can do. If men come into contact with one 
another, —as they are bound to do, since ultimately nothing can 
be so useful to man as his fellow-men,—those who are rational, 
2.e. those who go in pursuit only of knowledge, can never - 
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come into conflict with one another. On the other hand, 
. those who follow their affections are bound to get into en- 
tanglements about the end they have in view, and accordingly 
men are by nature enemies. In this mutual warfare all are 
powerless, and in an absurd position, since all assertion of their 
power or of their right brings with it the loss of these two 
things which they attempt to assert. They are bound to 
extricate themselves from this situation, and they do so by 
transferring to the community, which thereby becomes a State, 
“the summum imperium, i.e., the power of terrifying and per- 
suading by hope and fear, and thus of bridling the weaker 
affections. In this way men become citizens in relation to the 
State, and subjects in relation to its laws. The union of men 
to form a State is conceived of as something purely external, 
for Spinoza entirely disregards the idea of nationality (God, 
he says on one occasion, creates not nations but individuals). 
- Similarly, he never refers to the natural unity of the family. 
Where he uses the word, he understands it to mean artifhcıal 
bonds of citizenship within the State. By entering into politi- 
cal union, one’s own natural power is certainly lessened ; but 
since it ısa means of purchasing security, the profit is greater 
than the loss. Spinoza exalts his own political philosophy in 
contrast with that of Hobbes, because it allows of the con- 
tinuance of natural rights. Men are still determined to 
action by fear, hope, and the like; only, in the State the object 
of fear and hope is the same for all. While in the state of 
nature nothing was unjust except what was impossible, in a 
„political society injustice is simply what the State forbids, 
justice, what it allows. As with the individual, so with the 
State, right is limited by might. In regard to other States, 
-treaties are binding only so long as it considers them advan- 
tageous, and so on. In regard to its own citizens, its power is 
limited by the absurdity of which it would be guilty, if it tried 
to give commands which it could not enforce, and thus made 
itself contemptible. This would be the case, for example, if 
it attempted to persecute people for their religious or scientific 
convictions. But convictions are quite different from the 
external signs which mark their presence. To determine the 
- form of worship is, according to Spinoza, just as according to 
Hobbes, the business of the State. Since the attitude of 
the citizens to the State is a zoli me tangere, he constructs 
his State without any regard to it. The political machine 
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freedom, z.e. of that extension of power of which the mass of 
mankind is capable. His Moral Philosophy, on the other 
hand, has for its purpose to show how the few who do not 
require the State and for whom accordingly civil liberty is in- 
sufficient, raise themselves to the highest form of liberty, 
spiritual freedom, which is a private virtue (TYract. polit. i., 6). 
A philosopher who denies the conception of an end, and there- 
fore all notion of obligation, and who compares the freedom 
. ofthe will to a stone that has been thrown and that imagines 
itself to be moving of its own accord, cannot, it is clear, 
establish an ethical system that would take the form of a 
positive command. Like everything else, the human will is 
treated on the analogy of mathematical physics. He begins 
with a warning not to accept the idea of a will (vo/untas) as 
distinct from the various acts of will (vo/z/ıones) ; for a fiction 
of this sort has, he says, about as much value as the /apideitas 
which the Schoolmen distinguished from the Zapzdes (ii., pr. 
- 48. Schol.). He had learned from Descartes to identify will 
with assent; and this, combined with the fact that we must 
assentto what we clearly recognise (e.g. the three-sidedness of 
the triangle), leads him to the result that every clear idea is 
a volıtıo, and that therefore the sum-total of all such ideas and 
the sum-total of all volztıones, ı.e., intellectus et voluntas, idem 
sunt (\i., £r. 49. Coroll. et Schol.). Spinoza’s nature was purely 
speculative to an extent that is probably unique ; and there- 
fore, just as he could not conceive of any one's being dis- 
pleased because a sphere is round, so he could not see how 
one should refuse to give his assent to what he has come to 
understand, z.e, recognise as necessary. Thus the relation 
that subsists between the individual who understands and 
the thing that is understood, is that between one who is free 
and something which he has himself approved of or willed. 
‘ Increase of understanding, therefore, brings increase of 
(spiritual) freedom, for it adds to te amount of that of which 
I am master. On the other hand, the more I understand, the 
more am I bound to accept of what does not depend upon 
my approval, and, therefore, the more constrained I "am. 
This contrast between constraint (servitus), treated of by 
Spinoza in the Zourth Book of his chief work, and spiritual 
strength and spiritual freedom, discussed in the Z2/£A, is the 
cardinal point of his Z/Ais, which thus becomes really a 
Tractatus de intellectus emendatione, to adopt the title of one 
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completely, I know certainly and without doubt ; inadequate 
(half-known) ideas, on the other hand, are uncertain (ii., ?r. 
43, Schol.). Althougli the inadequate idea is only part of an 
adequate idea, still in another respect it contains more than 


that of which it isa part. For it is marred by its relation to 


“the mind into which it enters; and it is accordingly not 


merely zufılala, but also confusa (ii., fr. 35). In contrast 
with the complete and pure ideas, the inadequate ideas may 
be called zmagines of things (ii., Pr. 17, Schol.). Every 
individual idea by itself is, of course, adequate ; and similarly 
the zuiellectus infinilus contains all ideas in their entirety ; in it 
they are therefore adequate.e Only in a mind which stands 
midway between the two and is part of a larger mind, will 
there exist side by side with the ideas which fall completely 
within its control, of which it is therefore master, or in regard 
to which it is active, other ideas, which it possesses and 
controls only partially, in regard to which it is therefore 


‘passive or constrained. The sum-total of the former (the real 


zdee) Spinoza calls zuZellectus, that of the latter (the zizagznes) 
he calls zmaginatıo. Nor ıs it diffhicult to see why there can 
be an zutellectus ınfinılus, but not an zmagınalıo infinita. 


The understanding, or the better part of the human mind, as 


Spinoza often calls it, contains the ideas which are clear, 
definite, and so certain that no doubt at all can arıse in regard 
to them, not even as to whether they correspond to their 
zdealum. In the case of an adequate ıdea, it is as unnecessary 
to seek for a test in regard to this latter point (which ıs 
accordingly a secondary quality of adequate ideas), as it 
would be to illuminate light (De zn£. emend. viı.). To have 


: an adequate idea, means to know that it is true; and the 


knowledge of the understanding ıs therefore free from all 
taint of doubt. It is quite otherwise with inadequate ideas 
and with their sum-total, imagination. This contains half- 
knowledge, knowledge that is uncertain and doubtful. The 
motions ın which the affections of our body consist, belong 
only partly to it and partly to the bodies by which it is 
affected. They are not to be explained by our body alone. 
Similarly, the mind, so far as it has the ideas of these affections, 
stands in a passive or suffering relation, since the idea of each 
of these always involves the idea of other existences. In our 
sense-perceptions we neither perceive our affections pure and 
simple, nor perceive in its entirety that which affects us. 
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For them, there is no possibility of a thing existing under a 
different form. They stand to everything in an attitude of 
assent, 2.e., of freedom. Nor have they to do with the indi- 
vidual and with individual distinctions. They are concerned 
with the universally valid. — which forms the nofiones communes, 
or fundamenta ratıonis (üi., Pr. 44, Coroll. 2, dem.) or ratıo- 
einii! nostri (ii., pr. 40, Schol.),—and therefore with regular 
connection. Accordinely, the dictum that nothing proceeds 
out of nothing, in virtue of which we may say that everything 


without exception is conditioned, is numbered among the 


notiones communes (EP. 23). These are something quite 
different from the universals or general ‘ideas above rejected. 
If we keep firm hold of tlıe fact that to conceive is to approve, 
or to will for oneself, we can easily understand how Spinoza, 
in spite of his fatalism, can still assert that,—in fact can even 
show the way in which, —man may attain to ever greater 
freedom and rid himself of all passivity. So soon as he 
understands it, conceives it in its necessity, he ceases to wish 
for anything else; in fact, through the increase in his power of 
apprehension, his former passivity or suffering has become the 
occasion of an increase of power, that is, has become plea- 
sure. (It is interesting to compare with this the way in which 
Jacob Böhme made the pardoned sinner find enjoyment even 
in his sins, vzd, sa#pra, $ 234, 5.) The more our knowing, our 
clear knowledge, becomes desire, z.e., feeling or affection, the 
more is it in a position to overcome the other affections in, 
accordance with the law already stated. The more it grows, 
the more do tranquillity (arguzescentia) and intellectual power 
(Jortitu hc increase. Blessedness,the highest and endur- 
ing joy, dÖes not come as the reward of this virtas, but consists 
in this vir/us (v., . 42). Now, since everything is known in its 
necessity only if it is known as a necessary consequence of the 
infinite, divine being, this joy is impossible without the idea of 
God, and therefore (cf supra, sub 10, the definition of. love) 
this knowledge is necessarily love to God (v., fr. 32, Coroll.). 
' That this amor zntellectualis is nothing else than love of 
truth, is expressiy stated in the Tract. brev. (SzPpl. p. 116). 
Just as we do not love the truth that it may love us in return, 
so we do not love God for this object. Indeed, to wish Him 
to love us, would mean, since God can love no individual 
being, to wish that He was not God (v., Zr. 19). God, then, 
does not love us, but we love Him, if we have knowledge 
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has now become very rare. In 1684 there was published, 
professedly by Kühnhardt at Hamburg, but really in Holland, 
Principia pantosophie in three books. The third part is un- 
finished; but the first, which gives as an introduction an 
outline of logic, bears the title: Speczmen artıs ratiocinand:i 
naturalis et artificialis ad pantosophie principia manuducens ; 
and it has for a motto : Ouod volunt fala non tollunt vota. 
The author does not give his name. Placcius (7%eat. anon., 
p. 324), however, says that the engraving accompanying the 
work (which is not in my copy) proves that the writer was 
ABRAHAM JOHANN KUFFELER, Jur. ufr. Doct. at Utrecht. 
Bayle gives him the same name, and so does Baumgarten, in 
whose Nachr. v. e. Hall. Biöl. Pt. ı, a short summary of the 
contents of the book is given. In later times the author's 
name is usually written Cuffeler. Besides his enthusiasm for 
Spinoza, of which he makes no secret (e.g. i., p. 103), his book 
has another interesting feature The theory of God has, he 
says, been fully discussed in that “Jıöro aureo,” Spinoza’s 
Ethics; and he promises to treat the theory of nature in this 
work on similar principles, in order to lay the foundation of a 
complete theory of human nature. Only a small part of this 
promise is fulflled.. The whole of the second book is taken 
up with an outline of arithmetic and algebra for the benefit of 
the non-mathematical reader. The third, which treats of 
physical philosophy, breaks off after discussing the theory of 
falling and of floating bodies. The principle on which.most 
stress is laid ıs, that the essential character of bodies consists 
in extension, but their real existence in motion. The sum- 
total of geptions, therefore, which the Cartesians never deter- 
mine mdfe exactly, can very easily be strictly determined : it 
exactly amounts to the sum-total ofreal bodies. Equal motions 
-in opposite directions are called rest. All motions, as for ex- 
ample the increased speed of fallıing bodies, are easily explained 
by the disturbance of equilibrium. In this, the chief part is 
played by the air which follows in their wake, especially the 
finer element of ether, which remains even in the so-called 
vacuum of the barometer (daroscoprum). Still more influen- 
tial than these laymen were some clergymen, who combined 
Spinozism with religious mysticism—not a very hard thing to 
do. Amongst these was Friedrich von Leenhof (1647-1712), 
whose /Zeaven and Earth appeared in 1703, and pro- 
duced many writings in reply. Still more important was 
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Partiaan van Hattem (1641-1706), of Bergen op Zoom, whose 
followers formed the numerous sect of the Hattemists. It can 
easily be proved that he had read the Zihws of Spinoza, at 
first in manuscript copies. His theories gave rise to a vast 
amount of controversy. But the opponents of Spinoza were 
far more numerous than his adherents. Spinozism was 
attacked as the enemy of religion and as atheism, not merely 
from the theological side, but also with the weapons of philo- 
sophy. The names of Velthuysen (Tyactatus de cultu natu- 
yalı et origine moralıtalis, 1680), Poiret (De Deo, anıma et 
malo, 1685), Wittich (Anti-Spinoza, etc., 1690), Dom. Fr. 
Lami (Ze nouvel Atheisme Renverse, etc., 1696), Jacquelot 
an sur ÜExistence de Dieu, etc., Paris, 1696), Jens 
Examen philosophicum sexte defint. Ethuw. Bened. de 
Spinoza, etc., Dort, 1698), prove that opponents and adherents 
of Descartes and Malebranche combined to attack Spinozism. 
The appearance of a number of controversial writings shows 
that notice began to be taken of Spinoza in Germany also. 
The titles of these were collected by Jänichen in a work of 
his own, in the beginning of the eighteenth century. The 
circumstance that Spinoza became known in Germany chiefly 
through Leibnitz, who put forward a rival system, accounts 
for the fact that Spinozism did not flourish in this country. 
Those who were inclined to adopt his views, at least took pains 
to conceal it. This was what Friedrich Wilhelm Stosch did 
in his /Zarmonıa philosophie moralıs et veligionis christian, 
1792, which was printed professediy in Amsterdam, but really 
in Guben. 
$ 273. Ä 
I. Just as Descartes had done (vzd. $ 269, 2), only in the 
opposite direction, Spinoza passed from the principle of his 
philosophy to something which abrogated it. Even in the 
sense of the word determined in \ 259 as a unity of formal 
and objective existence, that principle was, that God is the only 
Substance. It is just this that forces Spinoza to give it up. 
In order to conceive of substance as the only true existence, 
every negation, and therefore every determination, must be 
excluded. Butthe result of this is, that what is excluded from 
it becomes something which does not exist in it, and which is 
therefore no longer :» alıo. Determined existence then must 
be z» se, or of the nature of substance, It is not merely hard, 
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as Spinoza admits, but utterly impossible z0£ to take the 
modifications for independently existing things. They them- 
selves change for the mind that regards them, and therefore 
it changes them. Just as everywhere what is excluded takes 
its place by the side ofthat which excludes it, so here definite 
or determined existence places itself deszde infinite existence. 
Similarly Parmenides had been compelled to allow the non- 
Being to stand side by side with the Being, from which it was 
excluded. 

2. Spinoza tried, as Parmenides had done, to save his pan- 
theism by making the view of existence as one and infinite 
the only correct and rational view, and representing the view 
that gave it many aspects as mere opinion (c/. $ 36, 3) or 
imagination. But since he explains imagination from the fact 
that there are many minds and many fragmentary ideas, he is 
really moving Constantly in a circle : imagination makes ideas 
fragmentary, and is itself the consequence of their being frag- 
mentary. He cannot get rid of the plurality of independent 
existences ; and in order to conceal the contradiction into which 
he thus falls, he separates his pantheism and individualism 
(” monism ” and “pluralism”) by the word guaienus, which 

erbart has humorously called the charm that made every- 
thing possible with Spinoza. 

3. As these two different ways of regarding existence are 
found side by side, those who make Spinoza a pattern of 
formal consistency, z.e. of perfect agreement, have no other re- 
source than to regard only the one side as hisreal view, and to 
ignore the other, whether as an inconsistency or asa concession 
to those who differ from him in opinion. The latter course was 
adopted almost invariably with the anti-pantheistic propositions 
until a comparatively recent time. Some fifty or sixty years 
ago, Thomas attempted the opposite solution of the difficulty. 
He tried to make out and to maintain that Spinoza was really 
an atomist, and that his pantheism (that is, almost the whole of 
the first book of the Zikics) either was not seriously meant or 
was written only to please the pantheistic Cartesians. This 
paradoxical view has at all events had one good effect. It 
made men begin to examine more closely what was the real 
nature of Spinoza’s consistency, which had been praised so 
highly since the days of Jacobi. The result has been to 
show that Spinoza was consistent, not in standing by what he 
had once said, but in deducing from this all possible conse- 
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quences, even such as were opposed to the point from which 
he started. Descartes’ ultimate conclusion, that God alone 
was substance, provided a theme for Spinoza. Spinoza in turn, 
starting from this point, was driven to the view that individual 
existences were of the nature of substance; and thus he 
provided a theme for the thinkers of the succeeding period. 
And they treated Spinoza exactly as he had treated Descartes 
— they ignored everything but his uitimate conclusion. 


SECOND 
PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. 


PHILOSOPHY OF THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY: 
INDIVIDUALISM. 


$ 274. 


Tue preceding period was the period of organization. 
Busied with this, men forgot that it was of the nature of mind 
always to pass from universality into the particular subjects, 
and to quicken itself and them by this mutual sustenance. 
Such neglect brought its own punishment with it. The other 
aspect of the whole was now brought into undue prominence, 
and in all spheres of intellectual life subjectivity and indivi- 
dualism raised their heads. The reverence for ecclesiastical 
dogma had to give way before the assertion of personal convic- 
tion, and of the no less personal need of salvation. And in 
this movement the men of the Enlightenment and the Pietists 
had more than one point in common, including an interest in 
heretics. In the State the example shown by the successors 
of the great queen and the still greater minister ($ 262) taught 
rulers and statesmen to be guided more by egoism than by a 
regard for the general well-being. This practical maxim, as 
might have been expected, spread downwards from above, 
until, simultaneously on the throne and among the dregs of 
the people, the cry arose, “ After us the deluge.” Lastly, the 
movement showed itself in the constitution of the Church, 
The individual congregations grew too strong for the national 
Church, and everywhere distrust was roused against the terri- 
torial system. Hand-in-hand with this went the leaning from 
the Lutheran to the Reformed communion. So strongly is 
this contrasted with the principle that guided the organization 
already described, that we may fairly call this period the 


period of disorganızation. 
9. 
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$ 275. 


Individualism was the only philosophical formula to which 
a representative man in such a period could give expression. 
This has now to develop the aspect of truth unwillingly ad- 
mitted by Spinoza, and, in conscious opposition to pantheism, 
to defend to the uttermost the substantial existence of indi- 
vidual objects. Individual objects, however, with Descartes 
and Spinoza were of two kinds, which, having opposite pre- 
dicates attached to them, were mutually exclusive. Indivi- 
dualism accordingly will develop itself in two diametrically 
opposite directions, which may be called realistic and idealistic, 
after the names that individual objects had last received 
(res and zdez). By these must be understood here only indi- 
vidualist (anti-pantheistic) systems, which in their turn are 
mutually opposed. Considerations of convenience make it 
advisable to begin with the realistic series. 


FIRST DIVISION. 
Realistic Spstems, 
$ 276. 


The tendency of realism is to bring into prominence indi- 
vidual beings as such, but also to exalt what is material in 
them at the expense of what is spiritual. In this movement a 
negative and a positive element may be distinguished. But the 
two are so completely separate, that at first the human spirit is 
brought to the humble acknowledgment of its own insufficiency, 
without those who produce this result always being conscious 
that the humiliation of what is intellectual can only lead to 
the triumph of what is corporeal. The Scerrics and Mysrtics 
of this period, even those in whom the superhuman interest 
appears most strongly, prepared the way for the thinkers 
who, while maintaining that the mind was unable to find the 
truth within itself, added that the external world, and not 
God, provided the means for supplying the deficiency. In 
fact, indications which point to this view are found in almost 
every writer of these two schools. 
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$ 277. 
A.—THE SCEPTICS. 


ı. The self-sufficiency of the mind, which Descartes and 
Spinoza had acknowledged by saying that it created its own 
ideas like an “automaton,’ had been questioned by some 
even of the contemporaries of these two philosophers. The 
earliest of these was FRANcoISs DE LA MOTHE LE VAYER 
(1583-1672), a man of education and knowledge of the world, 
as became one who had been tutor in a royal family. Among 
his numerous works (first collected 1654-56, 2 vols. fol. ; last 
edition, Dresden, 1756-59, 14 vols. 8vo), he wrote some in 
which various peoples and various epochs were compared. 
Just as had been the case with Montaigne, these ethnological 
studies strengthened his sceptical tendencies. Nowhere does 
he give more decided expression to these than in the Cing 
Dialogues, published in 1673, after his death, as the work of 
one Orosius Tubero. The untrustworthiness of the senses, 
and therefore still more of the reason, which is entirely 
dependent on the senses, must lead, he here teaches, to a 
renunciation of all knowledge. This renunciation can only 
be helpful to religious faith. It is in the will, by which one 
subjects oneself to the mysteries of religion, that the merit of 
faith consists. 

2: Although their nationality and calling in life were very 
different, still there are points of likeness between Le Vayer 
and the English writer Josepu GrLanvıL (1636-1680). The 
sceptical ideas of the latter are developed in his works, 7’%e 
Vanıty of Dogmatizing (London, 1661), and Scepsis Scien- 
fıfica (London, 1665), where, among other things, the validity 
of the idea of cause is attacked. With this sceptical atti- 
tude he combines a supernatural theology, defended in his 
Philosophia pia (1671), and his Essays on Several Subjects 
ın Philosophy and Relıgion (1676, 4to) ; and also a great pre- 
ference for anti-scholastic, experimental natural science. The 
latter he shows especially in his Plus ultra, Or the Progress 
and Advancement of Learning, etc. (1668). As the title of this 
book indicates, he is a disciple of Bacon. He notices Des- 
cartes too, but not to express agreement with him. Against 
him, as well as against Hobbes, he calls in the aid of Montaigne 
and Charron. 
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then translated by Huet himself into Latin, but not published 
till after his death. These show how his aversion to Des- 
cartes and Spinoza, which had grown into positive anger 
against, them, is combined with a scepticism which brings a 
charge of untrustworthiness against the senses and still more 
against the reason, whose chief instrument,—the syllogism,—is 
said to rest simply upon evasions. He therefore goes on to 
. demand that we should make ourselves subject to revelation, 
upon which even the credibility of the axioms of reason ulti- 
mately depends. Only because in the dogma of the Trinity, 
trinity and unity are not ascribed to the same subject (Sub- 
stance), does the principle of identity hold good; and not 
conversely. But in proportion as he emphasizes the insuffi- 
ciency of reason, Huet approximates to sensationalist and 
even materialistic opinions. It is an established axiom with 
him, that nothing can be in the understanding that has not 
already been in the senses ; and he is fond of repeating that 
it is the impressions on the brain that force the mind to form 
its ideas of things. 

Cf. Chr. Bartholmess : Zuef, &uöque d’Avranches, ou le scepticisme thöologique. 

Paris, 1850. 


5. Decidedly the foremost place among the Sceptics of this 
period belongs to PıERRE BaAyLe (18 Nov., 1647, to 27 Nov., 
1706). He was early familiar with the works of Montaigne 
and Le Vayer; and in Geneva, whither he had betaken him- 
self when he found his security in France endangered by his 
apostasy (1670) from Catholicism, which he had embraced too 
hurriedly, he became acquainted with Cartesianism. This 
he expounded in his lectures, while he was a professor at 
Sedan. There are clear traces of scepticism in his Leer 
on Comets (t.e. the dread of comets), written while he was at 
Sedan, but not published till 1682, at Rotterdam; it is quite 
openly professed in his Dictionnaire Historique et Critigue 
(first ed. 1695-97, 2 vols, fol.; second ed., greatly enlarged, 
1702 : the best edition is that of Des Maizeaux, 1740, 4 vols. 
fol... Bayle’s other writings are to be found in (Huvres 
de P. Bayle, etc., the Hague, 3 vols. fol. (ard vol. in two 
parts... The most complete justification for our ranking 
Bayle among the individualist philosophers ıs the manner 
in which he treats Spinoza. The advocate of toleration is 
hardly recognisable in this part of his work, so strong a re- 
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he had a certain amount of interest in natural science. But 
he cared far more for ethics than for physics. As might be 
expected from the individualist point of view which he adopts, 
he makes individual conviction and individual conscience the 
real principle of moral action. When, however, he begins to 
‚determine more exactly what is meant by conscience, he is often 
led to give great prominence to the element of universality in 
it, so that his moral philosophy is a compromise between sub- 
jectivity and objectivity. Theformer comes to the front when 
he maintains that a false conviction, if it be innocent, forms as 
complete a justification of an action as a true one would do, 
and when he makes no distinction between the erring con- 
science and that whose demands are true. On the other 
hand, the latter makes its presence felt when he asserts that 
the conscience of all agrees in certain demands, and when he 
calls it universal reason, or compares moral philosophy with 
logic, the latter of which forbids all that is contrary to one's 
intellectual conscience. Only in one point is he absolutely 
consistent, that is, in the complete separation of moral philo- 
sophy from dogma, the doctrinal side of religion. Not only 
is he continually arguing against those who deny morality 
to the heathen, but he carries his opposition to a theological 
basis of ethics so far that he falls into self-contradiction. He 
declares it to be quite possible for a state to consist entirely 
of atheists, and he says that the worst Christian may be the 
best citizen. So far, this is quite consistent with the separa- 
tion of moral philosophy from religious creed. But when he 
goes further, and hints that zealous Christians must necessarily 
disregard the well-being of their state, and when he shows 
that this well-being demands and pre-supposes all sorts ot 
things that the Christian considers to be wrong, he clearly 
asserts that civic virtue is not consistent with every creed, 
inasmuch as it is inconsistent with Christianity. This antici- 
pates the subsequent declaration of Mandeville (vzd. $ 284, 2). 
But Bayle blunts the point of it by the mischievous remark 
that we need not distress ourselves about states composed 
solely of Christians. The number of those who really live 
as the gospel directs will always be very small. Those who, 
in spite of their profession of Christianity, are ambitious, 
interested, and so on, will everywhere form the majority. 


Cf. Ludw. Feuerbach: Pierre Bayle nach seinen für die Geschichte der Pkilo- 
sophie und Menschheit interessantesten Momenten. Augs., 1838. Ä 
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$ 278. 
B.—THE MYSTICS. 


ı. The Mysticism of this period leads to the same result 
as its Scepticism, a coincidence which will be better under- 
stood if we note the union of mystic and sceptical elements 
in a single individual, eg. in Hirnhaim. The mystics re- 
proached the mind with its poverty and helplessness, and in 
doing so they aimed, even more than did the sceptics, at 
furthering the interests of the supernatural. Then came the 
demand to accept truth from the Godhead that reveals it, and 
by-and-by the hint to accept it from the phenomenal world 
as well. As soon, however, as the mind has become accus- 
tomed to the humble zö/e of a mendicant, complete subjec- 
tion to its benefactor may be looked for. This is not possible 
so long as, owing to their contradictory predicates, those 
individual existences which are spiritual and those which are 
material are mutually exclusive, and therefore both equally 
justified. -Some change must be made before any relation of 
superiority and inferiority is possible. This may be brought 
about either by attaching to minds a predicate which will 
bring them nearer to bodies, or by giving to bodies a predicate 
which will make them more like minds. The former alterna- 
tive leads more directly to the purpose in view—the subjection 
of the ideal world to the real ; the latter may also be perverted 
to serve an end directly at variance with its original one. Of 
the two contemporaries and friends who accomplished what 
we have just indicated, More, who conceives of spirits as 
being also extended beings, in a very special degree paved 
the way for Realism ; while Cudworth, who makes the 
component parts of the physical world gzasz-thinking beings, 
exercised an appreciable influence upon Leibnitz, z.e. upon 
the development of Idealism. 

2. Henry More (12th Oct., 1614, to ıst Sept., 1637) was at 
first led by somewhat unsystematic philosophical studies at 
Cambridge to a peculiar form of pantheism. From this he was 
emancipated by the study of the Neo-Platonists, of German 
theology, and of other mystic writings; and lastly, by Car- 
tesianism. Cartesianism, however, he found perfectly satis- 
factory only for a short period. It became more and more 
apparent to him that, in the true philosophy, Cartesianism 
forms only one side and Platonism the other; and that the two 
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are mutually complementary, like body and soul. This true 
philosophy he believes to have been laid down in the original 
Jewish Cabalah, which stretches back far beyond Moses, and 
to have been transplanted by means of Moses (Moschos) to the 
Greeks— Pythagoras, Plato,and others. Hegives a fullaccount 
of the fortunes and the contents of this true Cabalah in a 
number of writings (collected in ZZezrici Mori Cantabrigiensis 
Opera omnia, tum gue lalıne tum que anglıe seripta sunt, 
nunc vero lalinılate donata, instigatu et impensis generosissimi 
juvenis Foannis Cockshuti, Lond., 1679, 3 vols. fol.). His most 
important proposition is, that all substances are extended, but 
extended in such a waythat minds are undera fourth dimension, 
in virtue of which they are not, like bodies, confined within 
the limits of impenetrability. Accordingly those who maintain 
that mind is nowhere (Nullibilists), and those who teach that 
it exists altogether in every part (Holenmerians), are equally 
wrong. Rather, like a globe illuminated from within, mind 
admits of gradual distinctions. Its innermost and brightest 
portion is connected with one organ ; the outer and darker 
region with others. When impressions are made from with- 
out, the parts of the soul on the circumference connected with 
the organs of sense, prompt the inner or central parts to the 
production of thoughts. (Only of God can it be said that He 
iseverywhere and nowhere, that He is everywhere altogether 
and equally, that He is altogether centre, and so on.) As 
regards bodies, these cannot contract and expand, because the 
fourth dimension does not affect them. They are impene- 
trable. Therefore with them all influence is exerted merely 
on the surface, and Descartes is quite right when he treats 
the theory of bodies as mechanics. |The point in which his 
physical philosophy requires to be corrected is, that not 
merely organic bodies but all bodies are interpenetrated by 
minds. | In the lowest stages these are called germs (form 
seminales) ; in the higher, souls. Further, the universe too is 
interpenetrated by-a quickening spirit of this kind, the spirit 
of nature or of the world. This, which is itself unconscious 
and unreflecting, serves as an instrument in the hands of God, 
and furnishes the key to the phenomena of sympathy and 
antipathy, of animal instincts, and so on. 

3. RaLpu CupworTu (1617 to 26th Jan., 1688) studied at the 
University of Cambridge from his fourteenth year, and taught 
there from his twenty-eighth. Besides some smaller writings 
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on theological subjects he published an odus magnum: The 
True Inmtellectual System of the Universe. The first part, 
wherein all the reason and philosophy of Atheism is confuted, 
and is impossibility demonstrated. London, printed for 
Richard Royston, 1678, fol. Mosheim, who translated this 
work into Latin (Syszema zntellectuale, Jen., 1733), included 
in his second edition Cudworth’s posthumous work, Discourse 
of Moral Good and Evil. Materialistic doctrines, especially 
those of Hobbes, led Cudworth to investigate carefully the 
nature of Atheism, under which term he includes the opinions 
of al! those who admit the existence only of what is material 
(corporealists). Of the four classes to which he reduces them 
all, the most important seem to him to be the Atomism of 
Democritus, which deduces everything from existences that are 
simply extended, and the Hylozoism of Strato, according to 
which the primitive particles are endowed withlife. The latter 
view, which ıs a denial of mere Atomism, may very well be 
combined with theology. It is indeed really the only one 
that can save theologians from the fanatical opinion that God 
with His wonder-working power interferes directly every- 
where. [ The modified Hylozoism which Cudworth adopts 
attributes to every component part of the physical world 
a plastic nature, what chemists call ““ Archäus,” the essence 
of which may be called thought, provided that by this is 
understood nothing conscious. | Similarly, every larger whole 
—-a planet as well as the body of a man or an animal—has 
its own principle of life. Those who are afraid of admitting 
that the whole universe has a plastic nature of this kind 
cannot at least avoid allowing one to each planetary system 
We must not, however, think of these principles of life as 
something divine. In fact, it is a mistake to consider the 
life of planets, and so on, a very high one. It ıs rather the 
lowest form, and may be compared to our dreams or to the 
instinctive action of anımals. According to Cudworth, there is 
a great deal of truth to be extracted from. the positive asser- 
tions of Hylozoism, but this is counterbalanced by the weak- 
ness of its negative statements, especially its objections against 
the proofs of the existence of God. He himself undertakes 
the defence of all these proofs—of the teleological against 
Descartes’ denial of final causes, and in a special degree of 
the ontological. In the latter he finds, just as the authors 
uf the second set of objections against Descartes had done 
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(vid. 267, 2), only one defect. We must begin by proving 
that a being whose existence is necessary is possible, and then 
we may zo on to deduce existence from the idea we have of 
such a being; that is, either God is impossible, or He really 
exists. Further, from the fact that there are eternal verities, 
it must be concluded, according to Cudworth, that there ıs an 
eternal understanding in which these are found, and in which 
the reason of individual human beings participates.. All 
knowledge then is really a process of illumination by God, 
just as historically all philosophy originates in the divinely 
revealed Cabalah, which was transmitted from the Jews to 
the Greeks. Lastly, Cudworth disposes of those objections 
against the existence of God which are deduced from the 
presence of evil in the world. We could certainly imagine 
a world in which the individual would be better; but it is 
quite another question whether this would not be more than 
counterbalanced by the loss of perfection to the whole. In 
any case, however, want of perfection is not to be attributed 
to the will of God, but to the limitation which is inseparable 
from the nature of the finite. 

4. As was the case among the Sceptics, so among the 
Mystics the foremost place belongs to a Frenchman. PıERRE 
PorrET (15th Aug., 1646, to 2ıst May, 1719) was at first an 
adherent of Descartes, but was afterwards alienated from him 
by the writings of Tauler, Thomas a Kempis, and particularly 
of Mdlle. Bourignon. Subsequently he became filled with 
aversion, especiallytowards Spinoza. To this feeling he gives 
expression in the second edition of his Cogziationes rationales 
de Deo, anıma et malo, which originally (1677) had had quite 
a Cartesian tone. The (Zronomie Divine (Amst., 1682, 7 vols. 
ı2mo) is chiefly devoted to the exposition of his theological 
doctrines, which have long exercised great influence, parti- 
cularly in Germany. For his philosophical opinions his most 
important work is: De erudiione solıda superficiaria et Jalsa, 
etc. (Amst., 1692, ı2mo). In his Zrdes et ratio collata 
(Amst., 1708, 12mo), he appears in the same relation to Locke 
as that in which Malebranche had stood to Spinoza,—roused 
to wrath by the logiıcal results of his own views. Poiret, like 
More, compares the mind to a globe of light whose outer 
surface is the medium of external and lower knowledge, and 
whose centre is the medium of inner and higher knowledge. 
The former is the active understanding or reason, through. 
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which we possess ideas and mathematics, the triumph of the 
reason. It has only to do with shadows of reality, and as 
soon as it attempts to exercise dominion in the sphere of the 
real, as in the mathematical physics of the. Cartesians, it 
merely lays hold on the dead corpse of nature instead of on 
its living body, and finds only lifeless mechanism and fatalism 
instead of intelligible order and freedom. A much higher. 
place belongs to the passive, purely receptive understanding. 
This, however, is itself subdivided into two : receptivity either 
for the influence of the world of sense, or for that of God. 
Even the former stands much higher than reason does, for by 
its instrumentality we are affected by something that is real,. 
by itwe cometo a knowledge of existence, and not of shadows 
merely. Receptivity for the Divine revelation, of course, takes 
the highest place. Through this man rises to be a theologian, 
just as through the use of the reason he sinks into a philo-. 
sopher. It was therefore a complete reversal of the truth 
to do as Descartes did, and make the evidence of reason the 
cardinal point of all knowledge. The most certain fact of all 
is God, and we must accordingly begin with Him. He is 
much more certain to us than our own existence is. Then 
follows the existence of material things. The erroneous 
method of the Cartesians made men doubt what was most 
certain of all, God, and also, as is proved by the example of 
Malebranche, the existence of bodies. 


$ 279. 
C.—EMPIRICISM. 


Even where the Sceptics and Mystics did not, like Poiret, 
actually rank sense-perception above knowledge derived from 
the mind itself, even where they did not, like Le Vayer, More, 
and Huet, adopt the axiom, MzAl est in intellectu guod non ante 
Juerit in sensw,—they still paved the way for Empiricism. As 
soon as mind has been placed in a purely receptive relation 
towards one thing, the Godhead, it follows at once that it is 
not inconsistent with its nature to receive help from without. 
And, considering the anti-pantheistic tendency of these 
doctrines, it is not credible that the Godhead will long matn- 
tain this position of sole benefactor. Bayle was not the only 
one who saw where the real contrast to Pantheism lay. Sen- 
sationalism and blind subjection to faith had appeared side by 
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side in Huet and Poiret (as frequently in modern times). It 
only required the advent of religious enlightenment to make 
“ the former come forward in all its singleness, and announce to 
the mind that it must let the external world say what is true, 
and order what is just and good. The speculative aspect of 
this point of view is represented by Locke, its practical side 
by the EncLisu SYSTEMS OF MoRALS, 


$ 280. 


LOocKe. 


Lord King: Zhe Zife of John Locke, etc. New edition, Lond., 1830. 2 vols. 
[H. R. Fox Bourne : Zife of John Locke. Lond., 1876. 2 vols.—Tr.] 


ı. Jonn Locke was born on 29th Aug., 1632, at Wrington 
in Somersetshire. At Oxford, where however he was chiefly 
occupied with medical studies, he was first repelled from 
philosophy by the doctrines of the Schoolmen, and then 
brought back to it by the study of Descartes. For a while 
he was attached to the English embassy at Berlin, and after- 
wards he lived for a short time in France. Next, only how- 
ever so long as his patron, Lord Shaftesbury, was in power, 
he was invested with a civil post of considerable importance. 
Subsequently he retired to Holland, the refuge of all reli- 
gious or political malcontents. Here in 1685 he composed 
in Latin his “ Letter on Toleration,” which appeared anony- 
mousiy along with two others in 1689, and which had been 
written in an English form as early as 1667 (Zpistola de Tole- 
rantıa, etc. (Gsouda, 1689, 12mo). There too his chief work, 
of which the plan had been formed as early as 1670, and a 
scheme put in writing in 1671, was completed, and an extract 
from it published in Leclerc's Dröliothegue Universelle. It 
did not appear in its final shape until Locke had returned 
to England with William of Orange, when it was brought 
out as An Essay concerning Fuman Understanding, ın four 
books. London, 1690. (The French translation prepared by 
Coste, Amsterd., 1700, is fuller than the first English editions, 
inasmuch as it contains additions from Locke’'s own hand. 
The later ones contain these additions, retranslated into 
English.) Besides this 05us magnum, which has been trans- 
lated into very many languages, Locke wrote on the most 
various subjects,—on the form of government, on raising the 
value of money, on education, on the reasonableness of Chris- 
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standing is something external or something internal, we our- 
selves in the process of reflection always perform the part of 
the smoothly polished glass in the camera oöscura. (To-day- 
Locke would have said, of Daguerre’s silver. plate) There 
are therefore ideas of sensation and of reflection.e The 
power of an object to call forth an idea in our ünderstanding 
we call its quality. | If the idea that is called forth resembles 
that condition of the object by which it was called forth, it 
is a primary quality.) Thus extension and impenetrability are 
primary qualities, because our idea of extended existence has 
its counterpart in a’real separation between the particles, and 
the resistance that we feel has its counterpart in an analogous:. 
configuration of the parts. On the other hand, in most cases in 
which we speak of the sensible qualities of things, it is quite 
otherwise. These qualities (agreeable, for example, or blue) 
really tell only of a certain relation to our organ of sense; 
the capacity of the object in virtue of which it produces in us 
the sensation of blue, is no more like this sensation than the 
capacity of the sun in virtue of which it softens wax, is like 
softness. Instead of merely speaking in this case, as would 
be perhaps more correct, of a power the body has to be 
viewed as blue, we ascribe to it the quality blue. This does 
not matter, provided we always bear in mind the distinction 
between these secondary qualities and the primary ones. The 
latter lie in things, the former lie in ourselves. (Descartes 
had made exactly the same distinction in separating mod 
rerum from modi cogitandi: vid. $ 267, 6. Malebranche had 
gone still further: vzd. supra $ 270, 3.) The ideas of sensation 
are therefore a result of the qualities of things outside our- 
selves ; the ideas of reflection are the results of the conditions 
in which we ourselves are. Of these two sorts of ideas, and 
of them alone, all our knowledge consists, and therefore the 
sphere of understanding is limited to them and their com- 
binations. Exactly as it is impossible to make a picture visible 
to one who has been born blind, so even God Himself cannot 
reveal to us any knowledge that pre-supposes a sixth sense. 
Just as the innumerable multitude of words are combinations 
of only five and twenty letters, so the number of primitive or 
simple ideas, out of which all knowledge is ultimately com- 
bined, is not very large. In order to exhibit the complete 
alphabet of these, it is advisable first to enumerate those ideas. 
for which we are indebted to a single sense (like colour, 
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an adequate one, as the idea of extension is, for we do not 
know wäAa£ it is that corresponds to our idea, we are only 
certain Zhat there is something that does so correspond. 
For this reason we cannot divide substances according to 
their nature, but only according to their qualities, and thus 
they fall into cogitative and those which are not cogitative. 
The former cla5s must not be called immaterial, as they” were 
by the Cartesians ; for IE is possible, "indeed their passivity 
makes it very probable, that they too are material. Eaquallv 
incorrect is the other assertion of the Cartesians in regard 
to minds, that their essence consists in thought. Then of 
necessity minds would always think, a hypothesis which ex- 
perience disproves. Thought as a separable quality may 
without logical contradiction "belong to a corporeal existence. 
5. Now if ideas are still further combined (as words into 
sentences), the idea of their agreement or disagreement pro- 
duces knowledge. If the relation of the ideaza corresponds to 
the relation of the ideas, the knowledge is real ; otherwise it 
is verbal. (Exactly the distinction already made by Occam, 
vid.‘ 216, 5.) According as the agreement or disagreement 
is directly perceived, or comes into consciousness through the 
intervention of some medium, the knowledge is intuitive or 
demonstrative. DBesides these two there is another kind, 
which, like them, is distinguished from belief and. opinion. 
This is sensible knowledge, or the perception of what exists 
outside of ourselves. Our knowledge of things is of this sort, 
our knowledge of ourselves intuitive, and our knowledge of 
God demonstrative. For the conception of God is merely 
composed of ideas that represent qualities of minds, and that 
have been extended by the introduction of the idea of infinity. 
If the component parts of any piece of knowledge z are 
universal conceptions, it is a universal principle. But it is too 
often forgotten that such a principle has always been pre- 
ceded by” a knowledge of particulars, from which it has been 
formed by abstraction : thus we know that this cirde is this 
circle, before we know that everything resembles itself. The 
use of universal propositions should neither be exaggerated 
nor undervalued.. An important distinction in regard to 
them must be noted. Some of them add nothing to our 
knowledge, —identical propositions, for example, where the 
subject and the predicate are the same, or propositions that 
predicate of the subject a part of what is contained in it (the 
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assumed in his native country. Inhis ZAoughts on Education, 
which he published in 1690 (Works, vol. ix.), he has always 
a cultivated English family in view. His two TYeatises on 
Government (1689), really the beginning and end of a larger 
work which he intended to produce, are, as he himself admits, 
an examination of the State from the point of view of a Whig 
filled with enthusiasm for William the Third. Lastly, his 
Letters on Toleration (English version in the 6th volume of 
the London edition), as well as his treatise on Z%Ae AReason- 
ableness of Christianity (ibid., vol. vii.), state the opinions of 
a freethinking member of the Church of England. In spite 
of their national colouring, these writings, after this colouring 
had disappeared, exercised great influence, even outside of 
England, and they must accordingly be mentioned here. 
Especially characteristic of him is the strictness with which he 
would draw the line between these various spheres. He tries 
to secure the family against the interference of the Church as 
well as of the State. This explains his objection to education 
in public schools, which in England are institutions of the 
Church as well as of the State. Education should be directed 
by a tutor at home. The main thing to be aimed at is 
practical capacity, and therefore less study of languages and 
more of facts is required. Modern languages are to be learned 
earlier than ancient ones, and both are to be taught by actual 
practice. The grammar of a language is not to be learned till 
one can speak it. The adaptation of method to the boy’s char- 
acter, the demand for gymnastic exercises, the transformation 
of work into play, and so on, are recommendations which, after 
Rousseau stripped them of their English dress (vzd. $ 292, 3), 
appeared to the world like a new gospel. Exactly in the 
same way he wishes to have the life of the State separate and 
distinct both from family life and from the Church. The 
whole of his first Treatise is a continuous polemic against Sir 
Robert Filmer (1604-1647), whose Patriarcha, not published 
till long after his death (1680), but extensively circulated in 
manuscript, was held in high estimation by the Tories. In 
Filmer’s book the State was represented as an extension of 
the family, and monarchy as an institution consecrated by 
Divine sanction. In his second Treatise, Locke expounds 
such a constitution as had been created by William’s ascent 
of the throne, and not republican theories, as Filmer’s contem- 
poraries, Milton (1608 to Sth Nov., 1674) and Algernon Sidney 
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theniselves, or with atheists, who cannot take an oath atall. 
Religion itself ‘can only suffer by the State’s adopting an 
attitude of partiality to it. The truer it is, the less does it 
need the help of the State. Experience, too, teaches us that 
Christianity has always flourished best where the State tole- 
rated the most various religions. It is true that it was at that 
time also most free from human elements, and stood closest 
to rational, biblical Christianity. In regard to the account of 
this, given in the work already mentioned (Reasonableness,etc.), 
it is very strange that Locke denies that he was acquainted 
with the Levziathan of Hobbes. The afhınity between his 
doctrines and that book is not made less by this denial;; it 
is only made more enigmatical. Like Hobbes, he does not 
wish the teaching of the Bible to be interpreted, but to be 
taken literally.. The total result is, that by Adam’s fall phy- 
sical well-being and physical immortality, which is accidental 
to man, were lost ; that the condition for the recovery of the 
latter is simply the belief that Jesus is the Messiah ; but that 
the condition under which rewards will be distributed at the 
last day is obedience to His commands. The latter agree 
exactly with natural morality ; but God’s revelation of them 
has served a good purpose. Without such help it would 
have been very difhicult, even for those with the highest intel- 
lectual gifts, and utterly impossible for those less gifted, to 
convince themselves of the truth of moral precepts. At the 
same time, as is proved by pagan ethical philosophy, which 
teaches that we should love virtue for its own sake, we should 
have lacked one of the strongest impulses to a moral life, the 
hope of reward and the fear of punishment, which the Chris-. 
tian religion employs in its service. For the rest, Locke does 
not deny that miracles have been performed to convince us of 
the truth of the Divine revelation ; hence his protest against 
Toland’s appeal to his authority (vzd. $ 285, ı). Before this 
even, at the very beginning of the work we have been dis- 
cussing, he declared against those who see in Christ only a 
revival of natural religion. Our Lord did not indeed teach 
anything that was contrary to reason, but He certainly taught 
what the reason would never have discovered, had it been 
left to itself; eg. that He is the Messiah, z.e. the whole 
amount of what we have to believe, just because we cannot 
find it for ourselves. 

7. Locke’s views on education appealed to a wider audience 
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justice and equity are prior to all formation of States. He 
sees the real origin of these in certain natural needs which 
compel men to seek peace and union. Owing to the varied 
character of the earth’s surface, there are many such com- 
munities which have arisen. naturally. Positive laws sup- 
plement natural laws, and put an end to war between them 
and within their borders. Thus arises a threefold right : the 
right of nations, which holds nations together; political right, 
which holds governors and governed together; and, lastly, civil 
right, which is the bond between the individual elements of 
the people. If the sovereign power is in the hands of the 
whole of the people or of a part of it, the form of government 
is republican (in the former case democratic, in the latter aris- 
tocratic). If it is exercised by one individual, but in such a 
way that ıt is regulated by laws, the State is monarchical ; a 
despotism, on the contrary, is where a single individual bends 
all to his will, just as his humours or his good pleasure may 
prompt. In the democracy, the people are in one aspect 
sovereign, in another, subject ; the principle by which it sub- 
sists is (civic) virtue (in the case of aristocracy, moderation). 
Without this no democracy can endure. In a monarchy, the 
real spring of action is honour ; in a despotism, it is terror. 
Accordingly in a democracy and in a despotism every man is 
on an equality with his neighbour (in the former case equally 
important, in the latter equally unimportant). On the other 
hand, a monarchy without nobles and other divisions of rank 
is an impossibility ; any attempt to get rid of these two leads 
to a despotism. Small states are naturally republics, very 
large states despotisms, and moderately sized ones monarchies, 
(A federative republic may also cover a wide area, and mav 
consist of republics like the Netherlands or Switzerland, or of 
monarchies like the German empire.) Besides the size of a 
state, account must also be taken of the climate, the character 
of the soil, and so on. Much that would be an absurdity 
in Europe, is a necessity in Asia (cf. books xvii., xvill.). _ 
Although Montesquieu’s point of view does not admit of his 
definitely expressing a preference for one form of constitution 
over the others, still he does not deny that he has an exclu- 
sive enthusiasm for the Romans among ancient nations, and 
for the English among modern ones. This latter feeling 
has brought him into substantial agreement with Locke on 
a great many points. More especially he has been led in 
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the famous eleventh book, which treats of political freedom 
in its relation to the constitution, to give to his description of 
the English constitution almost the form of an @ Prior: con- 
struction (cap. vi., cf. book xix., cap. xxvii.). Consequently, 
those who for the last hundred years have drawn their con- 
stitutional theories from him, have all been accustomed to look 
upon England as the ideal of political freedom. After first 
defining political freedom as the power to do what one ought 
to desire, he lays down as its chief condition the right relation 
between the three powers of government. Here he at fırst 
completely adopts Locke’s position. Za puissance ldeislative, la 
Puissance exdcutrice des choses qui dependent! du droit des pens, 
and /a Puissance executrice de celles qui dependent du droit 
civil are just what legislative, federative, and executive power 
were with Locke. But while with Locke judicial activity 
constituted only one part of the executive power, which in- 
cluded administrative activity as well, the French lawyer, 
who saw in the judicial authorities of his native country the 
last bulwark against despotism, attaches much greater impor- 
tance to the judicial function. He even goes so far as to say 
that henceforth he will understand by the executive power 
that which makes war and peace, and sends ambassadors (z.e. 
Locke’s federative power), and will rank the judicial as a third 
variety side by side with this and. the legislative. Every- 
thing is lost, in his view, if these three powers are combined 
in one person or in one collegiate body ; for that is oriental 
despotism. Everything, on the other hand, is won, in his 
view, if the judges are entirely different persons from those 
who lay down or carry out the laws. Accordingly in a 
monarchy he is willing to allow the prince a large share in 
legislation; but the point to which he always returns is, that the 
judges must be completely independent both of the executive 
and of the legislative power. To be sure, he also limits the 
activity of the judges entirelyto the question of fact, and then 
to the (purely mechanical) application of the written law. With 
him it is no question of jinding a decision. The objection 
was raised, that the separation of these powers would lead 
to a crippling of all three, and therefore to a stoppage of 
the machine of the State. It is noteworthy that the only 
answer he can make, is the assurance that since the machine 
must g0, the powers will ultimately act together. Except the 
conditions given in nature, and except the constitution, there 
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is hardly anything of such importance for the life of the State 
as religion. After the covert attacks on Christianity in the 
Lettres Persanes, it might perhaps be generally expected that, 
as in Machiavelli, the Christian religion would be compared 
unfavourably with others. This expectation would prove 
groundless.. \Vhether it is that Montesquieu modihed his 
views as he grew older, or whether it is that he was deter- 
mined by the practical consideration that heathendom is a 
thing of the past, suffice it to say, that he gives the Christian 
religion the preference above all others. 


8 281. 


Tue EncLisu SvstTtEms OF MOoRALS. 


Schleiermacher : Grundlinien einer Kritik der bisherigen Sittenlehre. Berlin, 
18053. Fr. Vorländer: Geschichte der philosophischen Moral, Rechts- und 
Staatsichre der I'ranzosen und Engländer. Marburg, 1833. 


ı. In the first book of his Zssay, Locke had placed specu- 
lative and practical principles on the same plane. In regard 
to the former, however, he had supplemented the negative 
result that they are not innate, by the positive statement that 
they are presented to us by the external world. Exactly the 
same process must be looked for in the case of the latter : the 
mind cannot draw the principles of action from within itself, 
they must come to it from without, and not, as medisval philo- 
sophy had taught, through revelation, but from the external 
world. This positive addition to Locke’s negative assertion 
was made by some thinkers who are connected with him, 
not merely by nationality, but also by the fact that they owe 
to him their first impulse towards philosophy. With one 
exception (Clarke), they have confined themselves entirely to 
the practical aspect of the question. But since the theoretical 
speculations of Clarke have exercised much less influence than 
his views upon ethics, and since his position in regard to the 
latter is very like the position of one of the others, his 
teaching may be discussed among the systems of moral philo- 
sophy, in spite of the objections tlıat have been made against 
such a classification. 

2. SAMUEL CLARKE (Iıth Oct., 1675, to ı7th May, 1727), 
while still an undergraduate, conceived a dislike to Cartesian- 
ism, which was prevalent in Cambridge. In his twenty-first year 
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he published a translation of Rohault’s PAyszes (vid. $ 268, 3), 

accompanied by notes in the spirit of Newton. (Subsequenily 
he became so closely associated with the latter that, with the 
author's approval, he translated the O%L:cs into Latin. ) Theo- 
logical treatises and sermons, which were favourably received, 
led to his being entrusted with the apologetic lectures of the 
Boyle foundation for the year 1704, and—quite an exceptional 
occurrence—for the following year as well. The two courses 
were printed and published under the title: A Discourse con- 
cerning the Being and Attrıbutes of God, the Oblisation of 
Natural Religion, and the Truthand Certainty of the Christian 
Revelation, etc. London, 2 vols., 1705-6. (Often reprinted 
and translated.) Besides this oßus magnum, must be men- 
tioned his correspondence with Dodwell on immortality, with 
a Cambridge scholar and Collins on freedom, and with 
Leibnitz on space, time, and other subjects. Except the 
letter to Dodwell, they are all translated into French in 
Des Maizeaux, Kecueil dc diverses pieces, etc., 2 vols. ; Amst. 
(znd ed., 1740). The originals will be found in the col- 
lected edition of his works, London, 4 vols. fol., 1732-42. 
—Clarke’s hostility to Spinozism, characteristic of this whole 
period, is especially prominent in the /rsZ part of his principal 
work, where he indulges in a more violent polemic against 
Spinoza than against any atheist. The mistaken idea, which 
Clarke shares with Bayle, that Spinoza transformed the sum of 
all things into God, is not the only reason why, in spite of all 
the ability displayed on this very point, he succeeded only 
in raising a temporary sensation, and not in producing a 
lasting effect. This is rather to be explained by an incon- 
sistency into which the author has been betrayed. He very 
often insists that everything must be arrived at by deduction, 
that philosophical and mathematical method coincide, that 
nothing is proved unless its opposite is self-contradictory, and 
so on. These precepts he follows so faithfully, that Zimmer- 
mann, in the essay to be referred to below, rightly makes him 
a follower of Spinoza, and declares that of the twelve proposi- 
tions, in the establishment of which his work consists, the,first 
seven might quite well have been endorsed by Spinoza. / For 
they assert and prove deductively that from all eternity there 
exists a single Being, who is unchangeable, independent, 
necessary, and infinite. But then he suddenly passes from 
deduction to induction, and argues from the irrcfragable fac 
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that each one of us is a spirit and is free, back to the 
spirituality and freedom of God. Further, he treats as valid 
the teleological method, although it is quite inconsistent with 
the mathematical one In short, he appears first as an 
adherent of Empiricism, and then as an intellectual kinsman 
of Leibnitz, between whose views in regard, to evil and his 
own there is practically a literal agreement.) The fact that 
the two opponents of pantheism are at onefin this respect, 
does not, however, prevent them from disputing on another 
point. The contrast to Leibnitz, the idealistic upholder 
of individualism, which was what justiled us in ranking 
Clarke here (cf. $ 273), comes out especially in the corre- 
spondence between the two. In this contest, too, a want 
of consistency has broken the point of Clarke’'s argument. 
At the very outset he concedes to Leibnitz, what he had 
already said in his chief work, that we dare not with Locke 
admit the possibility of the soul’s being material. But sinde 
—and this was just what had led Locke to Make that 
statement— matter alone can be passive, Clarke appears 
the less logical of the two when he strives to disprove the 
contention of Leibnitz that the soul itself is the author of all 
its ideas, even of sensations (vzd, $ 288, 5). Similarly in the 
struggle against pantheism he appears the less successful of 
the two, because he is not so tlhoroughgoing an individualist 
as Leibnitz, who denies that there are two minıma Particula 
exactly alike. In particular, however, a man who, against the 
assertion of Leibnitz, that space is not real, maintains the view 
of Newton that it stands in the same relation to God as the 
sensorium does to our soul, surely does not stray far from 
the doctrines that Malebranche and Spinoza taught in regard 
to extension, z.e. from pantheism. What Clarke says in the 
second volume of his Discourse is much more consistent, and 
has accordingly exercised a more enduring influence This 
remark applies to the earlier portion, which discusses the 
obligations of natural religion ; for, as the book proceeds, it 
becomes a theological defence of the dogmas of Christianity, 
and is in no way remarkable. As Spinoza had been the chief 
object of Clarke’s attacks in his account of the being of God, 
so in his ethical philosophy it is Hobbes. The assertion of 
the latter, that the conceptions of good and evil arise through 
human ordinance, is represented as self-contradictory. At 
the same time the absolute independence of moral conceptions 
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(their Serseitas in the phraseology of the Thomists) is main- 
tained against those who, like the Scotists and Descartes, 
make it depend upon God’s good pleasure that what is virtue 
is not vice, and conversely. So surely as God has created 
all things, so surely is He bound to admit certain relations 
between the things which He has created ; just as the triangle 
we construct owes its existence to us, but compels us to admit 
the existence of its properties. . Those relations that are in- 
separable from the nature of the thing, and therefore eternal, 
have validity in and for themselves. Any one who would 
deny zn fraxi, e.g. that we are dependent upon God or that 
all men are equal, would act just as irrationally as if he would 
deny zn £kesi that twice two is four. The only difference is, 
that impossibility stands in the way of the latter denial, while 
the freedom of the will makes it possible for us to refuse reve- 
rence to God and the justice of equal measure to our fellow 
men. The practical recognition of a real relation makes an 
action fit, its opposite makes it unfit; and in this fitness or 
unfitness the morality or immorality of the action consists, 
Both are therefore raised above all caprice, human and Divine; 
and while dogmas of belief may be made credible by miracles 
and doubtful by greater miracles, even the greatest miracle 
can never make it doubtful that we have to act in accordance 
with the natural relations of things. 


Cf. R. Zimmermann : Samuel Clarke’s Leben und Lehre. Vienna, 1870. 


3. In a very sımilar sense, and often in exactly the same 
words, as Clarke, Wırıam WorLaston (26th March, 1659, to 
29th Oct., 1724), his older contemporary, expresses himself in 
his work, The Religion of Nature (Lond., ı vol. 4to), which 
appeared (unfinished) onlya short time before his death. The 
book has often been reprinted, and a French translation of ıt 
was published as early as 1724. By natural religion he under- 
stands, as Clarke had done, what we should call natural 
morality. With Locke he denies innate practical principles ; 
what are called so are, for the most part, the result of educa- 
tion. Clarke had indicated,and Wollaston expressly states, that 
every action is a practical declaration, z.e. contains a principle. 
If this principle is untrue, as where I, by using something 
that does not belong to me, claim it as my own, the action is 
morally bad; an action of the opposite character is morally 
good. Lastly, one, neither the completion nor the omission of 
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which denies a principle that is true, is morally indifferent. 
Of course, in judging of its character we are bound to consider, 
not merely one side or the other of the object of the action, 
but the whole of its relations; and therefore an action will only 
contain a true principle when it is quite in accordance with 
the whole nature of the object of the action. [Te moral law 


should follow nature, or treat everything as that which it ıs 
(It is instructive here to think of the time when Fichte wil 
demand that we leave nothing as it is. Vera. 313, 2.) Like 
Clarke, Wollaston urges the mind to act as things prescribe ; 
and so, like Clarke, he requires an exact knowledge of the 
external world. He is not, however, content with this, but 
points also to the reward which such action is to have. This 
reward consists in happiness, the balance of pleasure over pain. 
And as a matter of fact, that, as a result of obedient sub- 
mission to things, we should be affected by them in a way 
that does not partake of the character of opposition, appears 
quite as natural as that nature should bring forth food for 
the being that submits himself entirely to her, and thorns and 
thistles for him who exalts himself above her. It is only when 
Wollaston conceives of this following of nature as a follow- 
ing of one’s own nature, and of this nature of one's own as 
reasonableness, that he finds the necessity arise of calling God 
to his aid, to win for him what has now become accidental, 
the favour of the external world. 

4. In making this (idealistic) assertion, however, Wollaston 
has deserted the ground held by Locke, and has fallen into 
self-contradiction, just as Clarke did when he denied the pos- 
sibility of the mind being material. Clarke, as we have seen 
above, demanded that mind should be passive, and at the 
same time denied to it what, as Locke had learned from the 
Aristotelians of the Middle Ages, is essential to all passivity, 
}Here, again, we see that Wollaston makes the essence of 
mind lie ın reason; and yet he requires from it that, instead of 
dictating laws, it should allow then to be dictated to itself, by 
that of which it knows, not through the reason but through 
the senses. | To escape from this coutradiction is all the more 
necessary, because both have adopted Locke’s fundamental 
principle, that the first elements of all intellectual possession 
are won through the senses, z.e that the mind obtains its 
contents simply by passive conduct. In this way, the begin- 


may accordingly be completely summed up in the formula: if 
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ning and the end of their systems teach that the mind is 
passive, while the central part maintains that it is indepen- 
dently active. Clarke had defined freedom as pure activity, 
and he and Wollaston had contended for it most vizorously ; 
so much so indeed, that their ethical philosophy admitted none 
save the imperative form of the doctrine of duty. But freedom 
is quite inconsistent with such a beginning and such an end. 
Natural determinations are bound to take the place of self- 
determination of the mind. This implies that ethics is bound 
to become a natural history of moral action, the theory of the 
virtues. 

5. Hardly any one was better suited for taking the first 
step in this direction than Anthony Ashley Cooper, Earl of 
SHAFTESBURY (26th Feb., 1670, to 1713). The classical bent of 
his studies had given him an almost Hellenic sense of the 
beautiful, but at the same time also a pagan cast of mind, 
which found vent in many covert attacks, not so much against 
religion generally, as against -Christianity. His youthful 
Inqguiry concerning Virtue and Merit was published against 
his will by Toland, not, it is asserted, without being somewhat 
altered.. There is no doubt that when Shaftesbury himself 
published it afterwards, it differed in many points from the 
hirst edition. This was followed bya treatise upon Fanxaticıism, 
occasioned by certain Government measures which it was 
proposed to adopt against some manifestations of religious 
fanaticism that had appeared among the emigrant French 
Huguenots. The tone of banter in this treatise, which was 
directed against such interference, had given offence, and in 
order to justify it, he next published his Essay on the Freedom 
of Wit and Humour. Here occurs the declaration, often 
repeated afterwards, that ridicule is the best criterion of truth. 
These essays, along with several others, notably the one 
entitled Zhe Moralists, a Philosophical Rhapsody, were pub- 
lished in a collected form in three volumes as, Characteristus 
of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, et. As early as 1727 
this work had passed through four editions, and it has been 
translated into many foreign languages. After his death 
there appeared, Letters Written by a Nobleman to a Young 
Man at the University, directed (1706-10) toa youtlı in whom 
he took a great interest (Ainsworth).—Shaftesbury’s chief 
interest lay in religious and ethical questions, and he expressiy 
defines philosophy as the study of happiness. His fırst strik- 
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ing characteristic is his strenuous endeavour to establish the 
independence and self-sufficiency of morality. He argues 
with equal fierceness against Hobbes, who makes what is 
richt or wrong depend upon the State, and against the 
theologians, who make it depend upon the Divine will. If 
theology and morality are to be inseparably associated, it 
would perhaps be better to make theology rest upon morality, 
than conversely. While Locke had called it one of the 
advantages of the Christian religion that it employed the 
hope of reward and the fear of punishment as incentives to 
virtue, Shaftesbury sees in this the destruction at once of 
religion and of morality. Starting from the fact that joy and 
sorrow are the primary affections, he goes on to define what 
produces joy as good, and what produces sorrow as evil, while 
what produces neither is indifferent. The end of all action he 
declares to be happiness, the largest possible amount of satic- 
factions or goods. Actions that lead to happiness are good ; 
bad actions are the opposite of these. In order to form a 
correct:idea of what happiness is, we must make a more care- 
ful examination of human affections. Since every man is 
something by himself, but at the same time a part of a larger 
whole, his affections are, in the first place, towards his own 
well-being, or are self-interested, self-love, and, in the second 
place, they are towards the whole, or are social... To give 
undue prominence to one or other of these would be morally 
ugly or bad. Moral beauty, like all beauty, consists in a 
harmonious relation between the two opposite elements. In 
morality, as in everything else, we decide what is beautiful by 
the aid of an innate sense or instinct, which corresponds to a 
musical ear in music, and a sense of colour in painting. This 
moral sense says to us that a particular action is beautiful, 
exactly as the musical ear decides that something is not 
discord. But just as in the case of the arts the natural ear 
(and so on) is not sufficient, but requires to be supplemented 
by cultivation, from which musical taste is developed, so the 
“moral artist” requires a refined taste, which is gained by 
practice. This will be a safer guide than the natural moral 
sense, especially in complicated cases. This taste condemns 
the conduct of the egoist as emphatically as it does the bearing 
of those who are usually called “too good.” Only when one 
or other set of affections becomes unduly prominent, can strife 
arise between them. Except in such an event, the good of the 
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whole implies also the good of the individual, and conversely. 
It is like the harmony which the whole world presents to us. 
There too, if we consider an individual apart, much that is 
evil meets our view; but if we look at the whole, this evil 
vanishes, indeed appears as a discord necessary to secure the 
beauty of the whole. (Both in this optimism and in his moral 
distinctions we can always recognise the language of the 
artistically minded zsthetician.) 

Cf. Spicker : Die Philosophie des Grafen von Shaftesbury. Freiburg, i. Br 
1872. Georg von Gizycki: Die Philosophie Shaftesbury’s. leipzig and 
Heidelberg. 1876. 

6. As a matter of fact, however, Shaftesbury only took the 
first steps towards fulfilling the demand of ethical empiricism, 
and representing moral philosophy as the natural history of 
moral action. Since the moral taste was acquired by prac- 
tice, 2.e. by self-exertion, the connoisseur of the virtues, as 
Shaftesbury pictures him, is still to far too large an extent his 
own creation. And, further, it was unavoidable that such a 
large element of self-determination should be left, since the 
two opposite kinds of affections were equally justihable ; that 
is, nature failed to decide between tlıem. Where the acquired . 
moral taste gives way to the natural moral sense, and the 
latter SOes over completely and entirely to the side of one 
kind of affections, we are bound to admit that, in spite of the 
greater one-sidedness, an advance has been made from the 
position of Shaftesbury. This step was taken by Francıs 
Hurtcueson (8th Aug., 1694, to Sth Aug., 1746). Born in Ire- 
land, but of Scottish parents, he lived in Glasgow, first as a 
student, and from 1729 onwards as a professor. With the 
exception of his Compendium logices and his Syzopsis meta- 
physia, ontologiam et pneumaltoloygiam complectens (Glasgow, 
1714), all his works deal with esthetical and ethical questions. 
Amongst these are his /nguiry into the Oririnal of our /acas 
of Beauty and Virtue (Lond., 1720); his Zssay or the Nature 
of Passıons and Afections (Lond., 1728) ; lastly, his PArlo- 
sophie moralis instilutio compendiarıa (Rotterd., 1745), and 
the more detailed work, A Syszem of Moral Philosophy, in 
three books, etc. (2 vols., to). Ihe last mentioned was not 
published till after his death; it has been often reprinted. 
The main ideas are as follows : Since moral philosophy has 
for its function to show how man can attain by his natural 
powers to the higlıest happiness and perfection, it must rest 
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upon the observation of the capacities and affections that exist 
within us. What such observation shows to be the simplest 
elements may be called ideas of the internal senses. Senses 
is used in the plural, because the sense of honour is different 
from the sense of beauty, or the sense of the suffering of others. 
These ideas had been greatly neglected by Locke in favour of 
those of the external senses, z.e. the practical or moral ideas 
had been neglected in favour of the intellectual ones. In this 
inquiry we find, at the very outset, the great distinction 
between blind and passing impulses, on the one hand, and, on 


- the other, those enduring and calm affections which rest upon 


ideas. Since happiness too is an enduring condition, the 
latter are much more important for it than the former. But 
within them, in turn, we find the great distinction, determined 
by their object, between selfish and benevolent affections. 
The two kinds are mutually exclusive, for disinterestedness 
is an essential characteristic of the latter. Now experience 
teaches us, that where we ourselves or others act in accor- 
dance with the disinterested affections, we cannot withhold our 
approval. This is due to the fact that an innate moral sense, 
whose voice may be drowned, but can never make a mistake, 
urges us to act in accordance with benevolence. The internal 
satisfaction, which such action secures, is the highest happi- 
ness, and this is not, as tlıe advocates of egoism teach, the 
end, but the consequence of virtuous action. Our nature, ac- 
cordingly, urges us to live, not for ourselves, but for others; 
and where we follow this voice of nature, we act virtuously. 
After treating of these general principles in the Zzrst Book, 
he goes on in the Second to discuss natural rights and duties 
without regard to civil government; and, lastly, in the T%rrd, 
to take up those rights ın the form they assume in a civic 
community. 

7. By transplanting to Scotland the ideas that Locke and 
Shaftesbury had awakened in England, Hutcheson produced 
there a great movement both in theology and in philosophy. 
In the former the “ Moderates” were his friends, and for the 
most part his scholars; while, as regards the latter, of the two 
men to be discussed in the next section, one was a sincere 
admirer, the other a former pupil. But it is not Hume and 
Adam Smith alone who owe him a great deal. Hutcheson ıs 
intimately connected with what is now called specially the 
“Scottish School,” the tendency which received its first impulse, 
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not in Glasgow or Edinburgh, but in Aberdeen : George Turn- 
bull, the teacher of Thomas Reid (vzd. $ 292, 4), not merely 
knew and esteemed him, but also borrowed from him very 
essential points, which were thus transmitted from him to 
Reid. In fact, if we go farther back, we must recognise 
Shaftesbury as their real author. 


Cf. McCosh : Ze Soottish Philosophy. Lond., Macmillan & Co., 1875. 
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HumE anp Apam SMITm. 


Trıe Life of David Hume, written by himself; published by Adam Smith, with 
a Supplement. London, 1777. An Awount of the Life and Writings 
of the late Adam Smith, by Dugald Stewart, in Zssays on Philosophical 
Subjeds. Lond., 1795. |J. H. Burton: Zifeof Hume, z vols., Edinb,, 
1846.—Ed.] 

ı. In one point the incompleteness of Locke’s empiricism, 
by involving him in difhiculties and contradictions, made itself 
so strongly felt, that an attempt to avoid them became inevi- 
table. From the fact that the mind is passive in regard to 
simple ideas, he had quite correctly concluded that only these 
represent anything real; complex ideas, on the contrary, are 
mere creatures of thousht. Of one complex idea he makes 
an exception; he says thät the conception of substance has 
something real to correspond to it. This conception, as Locke 
himself points out, contains in germ the conception of causality, 
and a stricter logical inquiry may easily show that it really 
contains all the relations which we are accustomed to class 
together under the name of necessity. These then, accord- 
ing to Locke, are the work of our understanding. When, 
however, he says at the same time that reality belongs to 
them, z.e. that they regulate the external world, what he ex- 
horts the understanding to do becomes self-contradictory. For 
he bids it make itself subject toa world regulated by laws which 
the understanding itself makes. This inconsistency was 
avoided by the scepticism of Hume, whose advance beyond 
Locke consists in his maintaining, without any inconsistent 
exception, the principle his predecessor laid down, that com- 
plex ideas are not copies of anything, and in his drawing from 
this the conclusion that there is therefore nothing of the nature 
of substance in the internal world, and no necessary connec- 
tion in'the external world. In that case, however, there can 
be no real knowledge of either. 


j 
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2. Davınp Hume (Home) was born in Edinburgh on April 
26th, 1711. He studied a short time at the University of his 
native town, and subsequently filled a situation in a Bristol 
office. After a four years’ residence in France, he published 
what is by far his most important philosophical work : A 
Treatise on Human Nature, being an Attempt to Introduce 
the Experimental Method of Reasoning ınto Moral Subjects, 
Lond., 1738, 3 vols. (reprinted in two vols. in 1817, London, 
Allmann). In 1874 Messrs. Green and Grose republished this 
treatise in two vols. (London, Longmans, Green & Co.), along 
with an admirable introduction written by the former. The 
book attracted no attention, and even at this day there are pro- 
fessed philosophers in England itself who have never read it. 
On account of its want of success, Hume himself afterwards 
compared this account of his “system of philosophy,” as he 
rightly calls it, to a still-born child. After he had gained the 
ear of his fellow countrymen by a series of less ambitious 
efforts, dealing partly with politics, partly with zsthetics, and 
partly with economic science (Zssays and Trealıses on 
Various Subjects, vol. ı., Edin., 1741), he ventured, in the 
succeeding volumes of his Zssays (Lond., 1748-52), again to 
lay before the world his still-born system. Scientifically this 
was much less satisfactory, but for that very reason met with 
greater success. The first volume of his early work (Or 
Understanding) furnished the materials for the /uguıry com- 
cerning Fuman Understanding, where easy reasoning, spiced 
with anecdotes, takes the place of acute analysis, and where the 
important inquiries regarding the Ego, which helped to. produce 
the later Scottish school (Reid, vzd. $ 292, 4-6), are entirely 
omitted. The whcie of the second volume (Ox Passions) is 
compressed into the scanty abridgement, A Dissertation on 
the Passions, where he puts forward as assertions what he had 
demonstrated in his early work. Lastly, the third volume 
(On Morals) is now represented by An /nguiry Conterning 
the Principles of Morals, with its four appendices. Although 
Hume calls this his best- work, still, if we apply a strictly 
scientific standard, it does not appear in a very favourable 
light as compared with the thorough-going researches of the 
Treatıse. But he had formed a correct estimate \of his 
audience when he undertook to recast his book. (The five 
volumes of Essays and Treatises were subsequently rejprinted 

in four [London, 1760], and still later in two volumes$, e.g. in 
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of the latter: I perceive myself when I perceive that I feel 
something. Similarly he agrees with Locke in holding that 
complex ideas are formed from simple ideas by the help of 
the understanding or, rather, of the imagination ; but he goes 
more thoroughly into the relations and laws through which, 
and according to which, such connections are possible Like- 
ness, contiguity, and causal connection are with him the foun- 
dations of all associations of ideas. Lastly, Hume also agrees 
with Locke in distinguishing demonstrative or verbal truth 
from real truth. The former (eg. mathematical truth) is con- 
cerned simply with the agreement between two ideas combined 
in an (affırmative) sentence. The latter, on the contrary, 
depends upon agreement with an impression ; where our cer- 
tainty in regard to anything real has not arisen through an 
impression, it is not to be relied upon. Judgments that 
express a verbal trutlı rest upon the principle of contradic- 
tion, since their predicate can be found by analysing the sub- 
ject, and their opposite is inconceivable. (Kant’s analytical 
judginents a proori. Vida. $ 298, 1.) But in the case of 
judgments that express a real truth, it is otherwise than 
with these rational forms of knowledge ; for something that 
is not contained in the subject is added to it as a predicate, 
and the opposite is conceivable. Unfortunately it proves, 
according to Hume, that the two sciences which profess to con- 
tain real truths rest upon a very slender foundation. For the 
science of nature and the science of mind, which are both 
built up upon experiences, work with images of the under- 
standing, which have nothing real to correspond to them. 

4. The attack upon psychology is only found in the earlier 
work. Inthe /xgairy ıt ıs entirely omitted. No one who has 
read only the latter can rightly understand Reid’s subsequent 
polemic against Hume. Psychology deals with the ideas of 
reflection, z.e. the ideas of certain conditions of ourselves, of 
seeing, hearing, pleasure, pain, thought, will, and so on. But 
we do not stop here. We go on to add to these the idea of 
something which sustains these conditions, of a substance in 
which they inhere, and which we call self or Ego. Substance, 
however, and inherence are not impressions, such as pain is, 
for example; the idea only arıses because there has been a re- 
peated recurrence in us of several ideas in the same relation 
towards one another and at the same time. It does not arise 
when we first observe this association, but it does arise when we 
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part real knowledge, is worthless sophistry. These assertions 
have been called sceptical, and Hume makes no objection ; only 
he does not wish his doubt to be confused either with the 
Pyrrhonic or with the Cartesian. His is merely the modest 
attempt to limit the understanding to the sphere in which it 
can accomplish something. If we recollect that Hume never 
doubted, what was regarded beyond everything else as doubt- 
ful by the sceptics of antiquity, the existence of what we 
perceive, we shall acknowledge that Kant was right in citing 
his principles as principles of pure empiricism. As the in- 
quiries into the conception of substance found their natural 
complement in the negative assertions of the Essay on Suicide, 
so the examination of the conception of cause is followed by 
the no less negative assertions made in regard to natural 
ligion in his Dialogues on this subject. All the proofs of 
Ki existence of God depend upon the conception of cause. 
This takes away from natural religion the character of know- 
ledge. Still more so does the circumstance that from an 
effect, which has a finite character, and which is, besides, never 
adequately known, it deduces the existence of an infinite cause. 
6. Hume lays much more stress upon the inquiries in 
regard to practical activity, especially moral philosophy, than 
upon those that deal with what is speculative. After de- 
fining the will as the consciousness (or feeling) that we 
originate a movement, he first clears the ground by warn- 
ing us not to confuse the voluntary with freedom. The 
process of willing and acting is perfectly regular and 
mechanical. Its laws can be laid down with as much exact- 
ness as those of motion and light. The advocates of freedom 
themselves really admit the existence of this determinism 
against which they make an outcry. They do so theoreti- 
cally, when they allow that there are motives, z.e. causes of 
willing; practically, when they punish a criminal, which would 
be an act of folly if his action were not a necessary conse- 
quence of his nature. But although there is no freedom to 
will or not to will, moral judgment is not thereby excluded : 
what is ugly displeases, what is beautiful pleases, although 
neither can help it. In the first place, the mechanical pro- 
cess spoken of must be more closely examined. We must 
begin by denying the foolish notion that the reason can ever 
induce us to will anything. The reason, as a purely theoreti- 
cal association of ideas, merely teaches whether something is 
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in regard to (verbal and real) truth, but this has nothing to 
do with praiseworthiness ; no one would think of praising or 
censuring the fact that twice two is four, or that heat follows 
sunshine. The confusion of those conceptions is also re- 
flected in the statements of the workers in this field, for they 
pass quite suddenly from zs to ougAl. Morals, like criticism, 
rests upon a moral feeling; and accordingly Shaftesbury 
and Hutcheson deserve credit, the former for comparing 
virtue with beauty, and the latter for deducing moral judg- 
ments from a moral sense. As a matter of fact, moral judg- 
ments rest only upon the feeling of pleasure or displeasure 
which an action excites in him who beholds it. Moral Judg- 
ments are thus transferred from the actor to the spectator. 
This transference, at which Locke had only hinted, is the 
novel and characteristic feature that distinguishes Hume’s 
ethical system from its predecessors, with which it has other- 
wise many points of connection. The possibility that the 
actions of others should fill us with pleasure, depends, accor- 
ding to Hume, upon that peculiar capacity for imparting and 
receiving which connects us with everything, especially with 
the human race, and which may be called sympathy, since 
we cannot see suffering, etc., without ourselves sharing in it. 
(For, by the help of the imagination, we always transfer our- 
selves into the position of that which, and especially of him 
whom, we see, and call an action virtuous which would fill us 
with pride if it were our own.f It is a condition of such a 
moral judgment that we regard the action, not as an indepen- 
dent process, but as a sign of a disposition or a character; 
the person who judges, adopts as his standard what, in the 
natural history of the passions, had proved to be good and 
evil. This may be summed up in the formula: The mani- 
festation of a disposition that tends to the profit whether 

f individuals or of all men, merits approbation ; not a dis- 

osition that tends to one's own profit, for to seek this fills no 

ne with pridee What is useful, that is, the end of the action, 
is determined, as has been shown above, not by reason, but 
by passion. Reason, however, teaghes what are the means 
for attaining ends; and-thus it co-operates, though only 
indirectly, in the moral judgment, since that which leads to 
what is praiseworthy, is itself praiseworthy. Here, however, 
Hume is on common ground with Clarke and Wollaston, and 
so it may be said of him that he combines in himself all that 
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retirement at Kirkcaldy, his native town (1766-76). From his 
seclusion he published his world-renowned work, An /nguiry 
into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, 1776. 
‘He was then appointed to a post of considerable importance in 
the civil service. This brought him to London for some years, 
and finally to Edinburgh, where he died in July, 1790. After 
his death there appeared his Zssays on Philosophwal Subyects 
(Lond., 1795), the only manuscripts which he did not burn. 
What Hume had hinted at by his treatment of these subjects, 
Adam Smith expresses quite definitely. Moral judgment, in 
the first instance, is only concerned with the action of others, 
and the verdicts of conscience are onlyan echo ofthe judgments 
that others pass upon ourselves. Just as a perfectly solitary 
being would not know whether he was beautiful or not, so he 
would not know whether he was moral. Accordingly, Smith, 
like Hume, makes sympathy or fellow-feeling the basis of the 
whole of moral philosophy, so that without it there would be 
no moral judgment at all. As, however, he always maintains 
that this sympathy is mutual, he shows how through it there 
arises, not merely compassion for the sufferer, but also an 
effort on the part of the sufferer to put himself upon the same 
level as tlıe onlooker, that is, to master his suffering. We 
saw that Hume, by accepting, in addition to actions praise- 
worthy in themselves, those which serve a praiseworthy end, 
had approached on this point the position of Clarke and 
Wollaston, of which he was in other respects a strenuous 
opponent. Adam Smith does the same thing with full con- 
sciousness, and to a much larger extent. For, in the actions 
which we find praiseworthy because we sympathise with 
them, he distinguishes between what he calls propriety and 
what he calls merit. The former is nearly related to Clarke’s 
“fitness,” for by it is to be understood a proper relation to 
motive or the cause of the action. Thus, violent grief at the 
loss of one's father is a proper (suitable) demeanour; on the 
contrary, to cry out when one feels insignificant bodily pain is 
improper. Just as the relation to the cause determines the 
propriety, so the relation to the end determines the merit. If 
the end of the action is benevolent, it appears to us worthy of 
reward ; in the opposite case, deserving of punishment. The 
result of his very exact analysis of the conditions under which 
we approve of an action, may be reduced, according to him, to 
the following four points: We sympathise with the motives 
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the well-being of individuals and of the whole (expediency). 
Each of these fundamental conceptions was sharply distin- 
guished from the other two, in order that it might be appre- 
hended with as much clearness as possible. The plan 
followed in the lectures was followed also in the works 
subsequently printed. Smith’s original intention was to pass 
from ethics, his views of which were published in the Z%eory, 
to politics, where Montesquieu was to serve as his model. 
This idea was given up, and expediency was treated of before 
justicee In the fifth book of the economical /rguiry, however, 
he goes into some questions that belong to legal and political 
philosophy. With this exception, Adam Smith never laid 
before the reading public any of that part of his system which 
reconciles ethics and industry. This exception, however, is 
suffhicient to defend him from the reproach of having dispensed 
with all moral considerations in political economy. Any one 
who maintains that he did, must hold—as Say, for example, 
actually does—that the Fifth Book, with what is said there 
in regard to military force and to education, is an excrescence. 
Buckle showed truer insight in saying, that Adam Smith gives 
a picture, not of the form which political economy ought to 
take, but only of that which it wow/d take under the anything 
but impartial guidance of selfishness. 


C£. Aug. Oncken : Adam Smith und Immanuel Kant, First Part. Leip- 
zig, 1877. 
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ı. A second point in regard to which Locke only went 
half way, requires correction as much as did the inconsistency 
involved in saying that necessary connection is determined by 
the mind, and yet controls the external world. Clearly the 
mind retained far too much activity for a blank sheet of 
paper, to which Locke is so fond of comparing it. Not merely 
is it the instrument by which the ideas we receive are com- 
bined, but of these ideas themselves a very large proportion, 
those of reilection, are simply counterparts of mental activity. 
It is true that the mind is a mere mirror, so far as it has the 
ideas, and in this respect, therefore, it is perfectly passive. 
But inasmuch as what it reflects are its own activities, it is 
not passive. This twofold inconsistency must be got rid of. 
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two may be included under the title of intuitive knowledge. 
From this must be distinguished deduced or mediate know- 
ledge, within which we may make four subdivisions : demon- 
strative certainty, moral certainty, certainty based upon sight, 
and certainty based upon evidence. Since all four ultimately 
rest upon sensible impressions, there is of course no know- 
ledge of the supersensible. We have no clear idea of our own 
thought, much less then of the thought of an absolutely 
immaterial being, who has never been brought within the 
range of our experience. For this reason, when we speak of 
processes of thought we always employ expressions adopted 
from the material world. To remedy this defect, we transfer 
to the supersensible, by the help of analogy, relations of which 
we have knowledge through the things of sense, as when we 
call God father. This is not a metaphor, for we are certain 
that there really exists in God something analogous to father- 
hood. \We are certain of that, but this “ Divine analogy ” 
cannot be called knowledge. 

3. The Catholic Abbe, ETIENNE BoNNOT DE CONDILLAC, 
went much farther in the path which the Protestant bishop 
had begun. Born in ı715 at Grenoble, he made Frenchmen 
familiar with the doctrines of Locke by his Zssar sur ÜOrigine 
des Connaissances Humaines (1746, 2 vols.), to which Voltaire 
drew tlıe attention of his countrymen. Afterwards, in his 
Traite des Systemes (1749, 2 vols.), he argued strongly against 
Spinoza, and found fault with Leibnitz for not making expe- 
rience the source of all knowledge. Finally, in his Zraiie des 
Sensations (1754, 2 vols.), he laid before the world the points 
on which, partly through the study of Berkeley ($ 291, 4), he 
had come to dissent from Locke. The 7raiitd des Anımauz, 
too, contains some matter that is of importance for his. philo- 
sophy. Some weeks before his death, which occurred on 
Aug. z3rd, 1780, his Zogigue appeared. After his death his 
works were collected ((Fuvres completes de Condillac, etc., Paris, 
an VI. [1798], 23 vols.),. His posthumous and unfinished 
work, Za Langue des Calculs, published in the same year, is said 
by Aug. Comte, who ranks him very high as a thinker, to be 
the best he ever wrote. The following are the chief points 
of his teaching : 

4. Although before the Fall and after deatlı the human soul 
was, and will be, independent of the body, still at present it is 
so bound up with it that it can neither possess nor accomplish 


— 
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or to render possible the rise of new ones, as the use of 
signs to represent these combinations. This is true even of 
involuntary signs, like the outery at a mishap, but to a much 
larger extent of voluntary ones, words, the use of which leads 
the hearer to connect the complex idea denoted by one word 
with that denoted by another, even when up to this time he 
has never perceived such a connection. If this process of con- 
nection be called comprehension, it becomes quite coincident 
with language. That the lower animals have practically no 
language, is for them just as much a defect in regard to the 
combinations of ideas as we saw that their imperfect sense 
of touch is in regard to the elements of these associations. 
On the other hand, with man it is chiefly language that 
is instrumental in handing down to coming generations every 
combination of ideas fixed by a word, and in preventing imi- 
tation, in which all learning consists, from being limited in 
human beings to such a narrow sphere as it is among the 
lower animals. But because, even in the most complicated of 
all complex ideas, the prime elements, as we have seen, are 
sensations, impressions, the sum and substance of Condillac's 
theory of knowledge may be expressed in the formula: 
Penser est sentir. 

6. Quite independently of Condillac, CharLEs BoNNET of 
Geneva (ı3th March, 1720, to 2oth May, 1790) reached very 
similar results. Indeed, he even hit upon the idea of a statue 
which is gradually endowed with the senses, before he learned 
that five years earlier the same conception had occurred to 
Condillac. Then, however, he read his predecessor's book, 
and made some changes. He no longer worked, as he had 
previousiy done, with the sense of sight, but with the sense 
of smell. He had early gained a reputation in the learned 
world by minor works, and then by his Zraz/e d’Insectologie 
(2 vols., Paris, 1745 ; (Zuvres, tom. ı.). The consequence was, 
that before he was thirty the French Academy (of which he 
was afterwards an honorary member), made him a correspon- 
dent. But his eyes were weakened by using the microscope, 
and he was compelled to devote himself to speculation on 
more general questions. This was the case in his Aecherches 
sur ÜUsage des Feuilles (Leyden, 1754, 4to; (Euvres, tom. 
\v.) and to a still greater extent in his Zssar de Psychologie, 
published anonymously (London, 1755 ; (Zuvres, tom. xvii.). 
T'hese were followed by Zssaı Analytique sur les Facultds de 
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2 Ame (Copenh., 1760, 4to ; (Euvres, tom. xiüi., xiv.), to which 
the Conszdfrations sur les Corps Organises (2 vols., Amst., 1762; 
(Euvres, tom. v., vi.) form a physiological supplement. Then 
there appeared the two much admired works, Contempla- 
tion de la Nature (2 vols., Amst., 1764, 8vo; (Zuvres, tom. vii.- 
ix) and Palingenesie Philosophique, along with Recherches 
Philosophiques sur les Preuves du Christianisme(2 vols.,Geneva, 
1769 ; (Euvres, tom. xv., xvi.). All these writings have been 
often reprinted and translated into other languages. They 
are contained in the collected edition: Collection complete des 
(CEuvres de Charles Bonnet. Neuchatel, 1779. ı8 vols. 8vo, 
(1 do not know the quarto edition.) 


C£. J. Trembley : Memoire pour servir d Uhistoire de la vie et des ouvrages de 
AM. Bonnet. 1794. (German translation, Halle, 1795.) 


7. In spite of his decided superiority to his predecessor, whom 
he justly censures for often slurring over difficulties, Bonnet was 
at first held in less repute among his contemporaries than was 
Condillac, and it was not till after some decades that the position 
of affairs was reversed. This is to be explained mainly by 
the greater one-sidedness of the latter, who draws his support 
solely from Locke, z.e. solely from realistic doctrines. Bonnet, 
on the other hand, in spite of his great admiration for Newton 
and Montesquieu, does not neglect the study of Leibnitz and 
Berkeley (vıd. $$ 288, 291, 4-7). Even in his Psychologie 
we find him declaring that the one school materialized and 
the other spiritualized everything, and that it would be a 
wiser course toavoid these extremes,—.a principle which those 
who read it first, regarded as not thorough-going enough, but 
which a later generation hailed gladly as its own confession 
of faith. Everything that Bonnet subsequently worked out 
in more detail, is contained in outline in the Psychologre, to 
which he refers in all his later writings, generally to express 
agreement with it, often to improve it, but always as if it were 
written by some one else. Its special aim is to represent 
determinism or the “system of necessity, of which he is a 
supporter, as the only position scientifically tenable, and as 
one quite free from danger to religion. A view, according to 
which virtue is not so much merit as undeserved good fortune, 
teaches that we can be nothing and can accomplish nothing 
except it be given us from above. Further, he holds that 
the doctrine that there is no @gutlidrium arbıtrıi, but that the 
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will necessarily follows the stronger motive, is the only one 
that can supply the dafa for a philosophy of morals and a 
theory of education ; it helps us to understand why the fear 
of punishment is the safeguard of states ; and it is supported 
by the Christian religion, which leads men to virtue by promis- 
ing them happiness, z.e. by the motive of self-love. Religion, 
he says, has nothing at all to fear from philosophy, but 
must be on its guard against theology, which ruins it. After 
discussing determinism, he goes on to work out in special 
detail the principle that man is not, as the Cartesians would 
have us believe, a soul pure and simple, but that he is an 
“Elre mixte,’ and consists of soul and body. It is not on 
religious grounds that materialism must be rejected, for since 
God could endow a material soul with immortality, the victory 
of materialism would in no way endanger religion; it is on 
scientific grounds, z.e. for reasons founded on experience; 
for there can be no doubt that there is no other knowledge 
than that which rests upon observation and experience. Now 
from experience we have the indubitable fact that the soul in 
the Ego has a consciousness of unity and simplicity that a 
composite existence like a body never can have. Similarly, 
experience teaches us that when my senses are affected from 
without, my soul has ideas, and that when I perform an act of 
will, my limbs move. We must therefore acceptasa fact a 
union of body and soul. The nature of this union is, however, 
unknown to us, and we can therefore come to no decisive con- 
clusion in regard to the three theories that Leibnitz enumerates 
(vıd. $ 288, 4). As regards the relation between these two 
experiences, it is the first mentioned that has the precedence : 
it is only in consequence of some influence from without 
that I can will to make a movement, and therefore /activite 
est soumise @ la sensibilite. This degrades the soul to some 
extent, but does not degrade man, for man is not soul (pure 
and simple). The connection between body and soul is not 
a chance one (brought about for example, as Condillac holds, 
by the Fall), but is essential and eternal;; and the Christian 
doctrine of the resurrection is thoroughly rational. 

8. The chief purpose of the Zssad Analytigue is to show 
how the soul, whose essence consists not so much in thought 
as in capacity for thinking (cogztabilite), reaches ideas and 
actual thought. Condillac’s imaginary statue is called in to 
aid in the discussion of this subject, but the task is performed 
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(Similarly there are special fibres for the different sounds.) 
Starting from this supposition, Bonnet goes on to inquire by a 
most careful process of analysis, to what ideas a soul will come 
that receives impressions through the sense of smell alone, 
and receives of these only two varieties. It has perceived, 
and perceives again, the perfume of roses and the perfume of 
violets. | His inquiry into these primitive and simple sen- 
sations is immediately connected with his inquiry into the 
earliest acts of the soul, which are produced by sensations. 
He begins with attention, of which he frequently remarks that 
he is the first to give an accurate explanation. It isapsychical 
act, by which motion is communicated from within first to 
the central brain-hbres, and then to the whole nerve. Here, 
too, established facts compel us to assume asa law, thata nerve 
thus set in motion retains the tendency of this motion, and, 
further, that it can impart the motion it has received to other 
nerves. Now the laws so far discovered suffice to explain, or 
to reveal the mechanism of the associations of ideas, on which 
Bonnet lays as much stress as Condillac. This mechanism 
finds its counterpart in the domain of psychical activity in the 
mechanisın of the passions, the first principle of which is this : 
Self-love’is the first motive of all desire, and therefore the 
perception of the agreeable is a condition of desiring at all. 
The associations of ideas become much more complex when, 
in addition to increasing the number of the impressions, and 
therefore of the ideas, we represent these as springing from 
more than one single sense. By the association of smells 
with sounds, the latter may be made to serve as signs for the 
former. This means the discovery of the most important 
form of associations of ideas, and of the principal means of 
increasing their number, —language, which has as much im- 
portance for Bonnet as for Condillac. Now for the fırst 
time, there is a possibility of ideas in the full sense of the 
term, 2.e. of signs that stand for a number of similar things. 
The act of forming such ideas Bonnet calls reflection ; and 
although he therefore often follows Locke in calling sensation 
and retlection the sources of knowledge, still there is no con- 
tradiction in his maintaining that our most abstract ideas 
(les plus spiritualisees, si je puis employer ce mot) are deducible 
from zdecs sensibles, as their natural source. jHe does not 
make an exception even of the idea of God, and he looks for 
the primary elements of this in sensations| Reflection and 
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tion. All existence forms a graduated scale, in which no step 
is passed over, and no step is missing. The Zr contınur, 
which Leibnitz rightly maintains, admits of no exception. 
Besides the intermediate existences that we know, there are 
certainly many that are unknown to us. Man forms the 
highest stage of which we have knowledge, but it would be 
unjustifiable arrogance to regard him as the absolutely highest. 
In fact, a great deal goes to indicate that men, like all other 
inhabitants of the earth, are not in the butterfly, but only in 
the chrysalis stage. We saw that the soul had assigned it as 
its abode, that part of the brain in which the finest ends of all 
the nerves of sensation come nearest to one another, and which 
contains the connecting links between them ; and the fact is, 
that the soul does not dwell here in a state of nakedness, but 
is connected with a garment that covers it, an ethereal body, so 
that man remainsan &re mıxte, even whenhis brain decays and 
he is not yet clad in a new body. This absolutely imperish- 
able, ethereal body, which covers the souls of animals just as 
it covers the souls of men, serves to explain the fact that, 
although memory is, as we saw, simply a condition of the 
brain, yet man will have after death a recollection of his former 
state of existence. [| This would be inconceivable, if it were 
simply the naked soul that separated itself from the brain. 
Now, however, we see that it takes with it a body that, from 
constant intercourse with the finest fibres of the brain, has 
absorbed into itself traces of what passed in them/ Imagine 
this soul, along with its ethereal covering, introduced anew into 
a coarser body, which, however, has more than five gates for 
the entrance of external impressions. That would be an 
advance in which man never attains to being spirit pure 
and simple —a doubtful advantage at the best,—but always 
remains öfre mixte ;, and to assume its existence contradicts 
neither reason nor the doctrine of the resurrection. Natu- 
rally the law of continuity requires that we should make an 
exactly analogous admission in regard to the lower animals ; 
so that the animals that now stand highest, like elephants and 
apes, will move into the place which we occupy at present. 
These views on a future life Bonnet follows up with his de- 
fence of Christianity, written with much warmtn. It occupies 
more than a fourth part of the Palingeresy, and has besides 
been also published separately, and often translated ; as, for 
example, by Lavater, who sent his translation to Mendelssohn, 
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younger, is Giov. Domenico RomAcnosı (1761-1835). He 
shows almost more affınity with Bonnet than with Condillac. 
Many of his writings treat of the problem of knowledge. 
(For example, Che cosa 2 la mentesana ? 1827.—Suprema eco- 
nona delumano sapere, 1823.— Vedute fondamentale sul!’ arte 
logica, 1832.) Others, as is natural in the case of a practical 
jurist, treat of penal and natural law, constitutional monarchy, 
and so on. Others, again, take up such subjects as instruction 
and civilization. He often betrays a tendency, particularly in 
his later writings, to reconcile the sensationalist point of view 
with the one diametrically opposed to it.—Not so important 
as Gioja and Romagnosi are the sensationalists Cicognara, 
Borelli, Costa, and Bufoloni, who are in their turn associated 
with still less important thinkers. 


Cf. Louis Ferri: Zssai sur P’histoire de la philosophie en lZtalie au dıx-neu- 
vieme siedde. Paris, 2 vols. 1869. 


$ 284. 
MANDEVILLE AND HELVETIUS. 


I. Locke had developed doctrines which (along with the 
inconsistency of which he had been guilty) were superseded 
by Hume and Condillac ; and a similar process is now to take 
place in regard to the systems of philosophy that rest upon a 
Lockian basis, including those of Hume and Adam Smith. 
Tosay that this basis is one of realistic individualism, is no new 
assertion ; these thinkers themselves admit that it is so. The 
effort to imagine man as he was before any historicalinflu- 
ences (ce.g. that of Christianity) had wrought upon him, the 
more and more decided endeavour to transform ethics into a 
natural history of the passions, an attempt the result of which 
is to make physical processes the primary motives of action, - 
the unanimous assertion that enjoyment, sought also by the 
lower animals, is the end of action, and finally the fact that 
Hume regards as natural only those virtues which have some- 
thing to correspond to them in the lower animals, —all this 
shows a disposition adverse to what is ideal and spiritual. 
Similarly, they all display a hatred of Spinozism ; and the 
nominalist principle, that truth belongs only to the individual, 
is with them a firmly established axiom. On both of these 
points, however, all those whom we have hitherto discussed 
were frequently inconsistent. Not to mention the want of 
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and Utopian idea to suppose that the chief requirement for the 
well-being of the State is virtue and morality in individuals. 
On the contrary, where all were honest, disinterested, and 
so on, trade and manufactures would languish ; in fact, the 
State would go to ruin. Neither the pleasure of individuals 
nor the prosperity of society is promoted by reasonableness 
and Christian virtue. This, however, he concludes, proves no- 
thing. Christian doctrine demands that we crucify the flesh ; 
and in the same way it does not wish us to be too prosperous 
in our earthly relations. The opponents of Mandeville were 
not prevented by this moral application, which reminds us 
in many respects of Bayle, from condemning his teaching as 
vicious. It. had a different effect upon those who were not 
afraid of deducing all the logical consequences of the realism 
that Locke and Shaftesbury represented. The impossibility 
of combining the ideal struggle after perfection with the 
sensual enjoyment of the individual on the one side, and 
with the material well-being of the community on the other, 
had .been vividiy pictured by Mandeville ; and this suggested 
the thought that if the two latter could get rid of their 
common foe, the arrangement would be the best possible. 
Accordingly the attempt was actually made to find in natural 
pleasure, stripped of every ideal element, the end of all action, 
and to promise that such action would be followed by the 
material well-being of all. France, —the country in which the 
principle quoted in $ 274 made itself heard simultaneously 
on the throne and far beneath,—welcomed the theory of sel- 
fishness warmly, and in so doing showed how true was the 
remark of the woman who said that this was the great secret 
of the world. 

3. CLAUDE ÄDRIEN HELVETIUS (Jan., 1715, to Dec., 1771) 
conceived an admiration for Locke's Zssay, while still but a 
schoolboy ; Mandeville’s writings too, according to Males- 
herbes, exercised a great influence upon him. Another fact 
of importance was his connection with Voltaire, who was 
twenty years his senior. Of the large income which the 
post of a farmer-general ensured him from his twenty-third 
year until he voluntarily resigned it, as well as of the fortune 
he accumulated during this period, he made the noblest use. 
In fact, a general characteristic of this apostle of egoism was 
a goodness of heart that amounted to weakness, He wrote 
a didactic poem, Ze Bonkeur, in four cantos, which.is very 
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in all that the intellect does, for the intellect only attains to 
knowledge through attention, and we turn our attention to a 
thing simply to get rid of enzu:. All learning accordingly 
rests merely on self-love. In practical life this truth is, of 
course, even more evident. If our moralists were not fools 
who write for a Utopia, or hypocrites who do not say what 
they really think, they would long ago have given up their 
edifying homilies, and have shown that in promoting the 
advantage of others we do what is advantageous for our- 
selves. None but a blind man or a liar will refuse to admit 
that the grandfather loves his grandson, only because he sees 
in him the foe of his own foe (the son who is waiting for the 
inheritance). The State shows those moralists the right path 
to follow ; for instead of exhortations it holds out threats of 
punishment and hopes of reward. Nor does it show merely 
the motive, it shows also the end of all action. This end is - 
what conduces to the well-being of all. Accordingly, there 
are no virtues save those which are political. All otheis, 
religious virtues for example, are only virtues of prejudice. 

6. It does not require a great deal of trouble to show that. 
in the works of Helvetius there is hardly a noteworthy idea 
that has not been borrowed from some one else. Hume had 
taught that the mind consists merely of impressions and of 
copies of these impressions ; Montesquieu, that differences of 
character are determined by circumstances, and especially by 
the laws of the State. That the spring of all action is self- 
love, had been the doctrine of Maupertuis (vzd. $ 294, 3) in 
his Zssa? de Philosophie Morale, Dresden, 1752. The very 
same view was held by St. Lambert (16th Dec., 1717, to gth 
Feb., 1803), who occupies a position almost identical with 
that of Helvetius, and whose Calechisme Universel, though it 
was not published till 1798, was written at the same time as 
Helvetius’ treatise, De 2’ Esprit; and lastly, it was expressed 
by all Helvetius’ friends in the social circles in which they 
moved. Accordingly Hume, in a letter to Adam Smith, 
praises the book simply on account of the excellence of its 
style. And still there is nothing unfair in Helvetius’ book 
having become an object of hatred or of admiration to a 
larger extent than the books of the others we have mentioned. 
its merit lies just in what makes its point of view so distaste- 
ul to us. Here the individualist interest is not ennobled by 
the introduction of religious interests, as in Maupertuis, nor of 
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Amyntor, a defence of this biography ; his advanced religious 
opinions are seen in his anonymous treatise, Christianity not 
Miysterious, Lond., 1696, which, in spite of Locke’s protests, 
appealed to the teaching of that thinker. The latter book was 
followed by a number of works in which he explains his views. 
These had a materialistic tendency, and he proposes for them 
the name of * pantheism,” a word which he was the first to 
bring into use. Among these writings were his Leiters lo 
Serena, London, 1704, intended for the Queen of Prussia ; his 
Adesidamon, The Hague, 1709 ; and lastly his Pantkheisticon, 
Cosmopoli, 1710. (Cf. Gerh. Berthold : John Toland und der 
Monismus der Gesenwart, Heidelb., 1876.)—Closely related to 
him is AntHuony CoLLins (1676-1727), whose opinions were 
entirely moulded by Locke. In 1707 he had written An 
Essay concerning the Use of the Reason. The controversies 
raised by Sacheverell provoked from Collins his Przesteraft in 
Perfection, 1709. This was followed by his Discourse of Free 
Thinking, etc., London, 1713, which, in spite of the replies 
by Ibbot, Whiston, Bentley, and others, was very favour- 
ably received, although it did not go so far as did William 
Lyons, in his /nfallibility of Fuman Judgment, London, 1713. 
After eleven years of silence, the discussions raised by 
Whiston in regard to the allegorical interpretation of Scrip- 
ture, led him to publish: Discourse of the Grounds and Reasons 
of the Christian Religion, London, 1724, which found a 
sequel in: Te Scheme of Literal Prophecy, etc., London, 1726. 
— Tıomas Woorston (1669-1729) contributed to these con- 
troversies a large number of treatises. Amongst these the 
greatest attention was attracted by the Discourses on the 
Miracles of Our Saviour (1727-30), which he himself calls 
invectives against the letter, but glorifications of its ideal 
meaning. The most famous among the many replies was 
that of Sherlock. In turn, this reply called into the held a 
new champion of deism, PETER AnnET (died 1768), who, how- 
ever, is not nearly so important as MATTHEw TınDar (1656 to 
ı6th Aug., 1733). The latter, who had gone over to Catho- 
licism in 1685, and renounced it two years later, published 
anonymously his Christianzity as Old as the Creation, etc., 
London, 1730, the book which has been called the Deist's Bible. 
In this, all positive religions are represented as distortions, 
Christianity as a restoration, of natural religion, and natural 
religion itself as simply the practice of morality, z.e. the fulfil- 
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2. It was in France that this view of life found its proper 
soil, and there therefore that it bore its richest fruits. A 
number of circumstances, not the least important among 
which was that association of immorality with formal attach- 
ment to the Church, which characterized the latter years of 
the reign of Louis XIV., and which soon afterwards made 
it possible for a Dubois to attain the dignity of cardinal, help 
us to understand why deism, when transplanted to France, 
is more hostile to Christianity than to any other form of posi- 
tive religion. (One only needs to recall the outbreaks even of 
Montesquieu in his Zeilres Persanes.) We must further take 
account of the circumstance already referred to, that the best 
schools of the time were in the hands of the Jesuits, and that 
the demand, uttered in the name of Christianity, to give no heed 
to doubts, was bound to exercise upon many of those educated 
there an influence similar to that exercised on Bolingbroke by 
his Puritan training. —It is no exaggeration of the importance 
of VOLTAIRE, that in France up to the present day any one who 
adopts the point of view of anti-Christian enlightenment, ıs 
called a Voltairian. He is really the incarnation of this view 
of life. Born in Paris on 2ıst Nov., 1694, Francois. Marie 
AROoUET received his early education in a Jesuit college, where, 
however, he was taught on lines admirably adapted to produce 
an ideal of frivolity. When quite a young man, he shone in the 
most brilliant circles of Paris ; but, through a number of bitter 
experiences, he contracted a hatred of the Government, the 
Church, and the aristocracy of his native land. In this frame 
of mind he betook himself to England, where (1726-29) he 
moved entirely in the society of the deists who have just been 
discussed. (Before this period he had added to his own name 
that of VOoLTAIRE, formed by an anagram from “ Arouet £. y.” 
The de that connected the two appeared afterwards as a mark 
of nobility, when the name Arouet disappeared.) After his 
return, he published his PAllosophical Letters, which had be- 
come well known in England in manuscript form, and were, 
in fact, first printed in English. There he draws the attention 
of his countrymen to the empiricism of Locke as opposed to 
the innate ideas of the Cartesians, to the enlightened deism of 
Bolingbroke as opposed to Catholicism and Jesuitism, and to 
the constitution of England as opposed to the absolute mon- 
archy of France. The Zeiifers were burned by the public exe- 
ceutioner ; but this did not make him shrink from the struggle 
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by those who deny final causes. Nor did Voltaire afterwards 
renounce his belief in the adaptation of the world to an end, 
even when he threw over his own optimism, and taunted 
Shaftesbury and Leibnitz on account of theirs. These two 
proofs are strengthened by the most striking one of all, the 
moral proof. For, without God, no hope and fear, no remorse 
of conscience is possible, and therefore no morality. Bayle is 
wrong in holding that a State of atheists could exist ; if there 
were no God, we should be compelled to invent one. This, 
however, is not necessary, for all nature proclaims that a God 
exists. The stress laid upon the moral proof confırms Vol- 
taire's often-repeated assertion, that his metaphysics has its 
root entirely in his moral philasophy ; and the same thing is 
apparent from the fact that his ethics throws light upon what 
remains obscure from the purely speculative point of view. 
The nature of God and of the human soul, Voltaire holds to 
be unknowable, and yet he does not hesitate to invariably pre- 
dicate justice of God, because there is a practical necessity that 
He should be just ; similarly, he maintains the freedom of the 
human spirit so strongly, that this always prevents him from 
asserting that it is material. Here, however, just as in the case 
of optimism, advancing years produced a change. When the 
consciousness of youthful strength departed, the energetic 
assertion of freedom departed too. On the other hand, he 
held firmly and unchangingly to the opinion that in all men 
there are certain irrefragable ideas of right and justice, even 
although this clearly led him towards the doctrine of innate 
ideas. It is these, too, that always force upon him again the 
conviction of immortality, although theoretical principles, and 
often his own wishes as well, declare against it. That all 
inquiries into these subjects lead ultimately to scepticism, he 
often declared, and for this very reason he was fond of calling 
himself Phzlosophe ignorant. He denied nothing, but under- 
mined everything. 


Cf. Bungener : Voltaire et son temps, 2 vols. Paris, 1852. Dav. Fr. 
Strauss: Voltaire. Leipzig, 1817. 


3. The men who are usually called EncycLop£Dısts, went 
much further than he did, but always along the way that he 
as their “ patriarch ” had prepared for them. They received 
their name from the fact that they addressed the public through. 
the medium of the world-renowned Zucyelopedie, or Diction- 
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which there were four foreign translations as early as 1774, was 
immense With high and low it became a text-book and an 
adviser, and served on the one hand to spread among all, know- 
ledge that had hitherto been the exclusive property of certain 
professional circles, but, on the other hand, to undermine the 
already severely shaken reverence for established institutions. 
The effect of the former process was to produce that outward 
similarity of opinions and points of view which is called widely 
diffused culture ; the result of the latter was, that in a short 
time everywhere, from the court down to the grocery stores, 
what had hitherto been looked upon as sacred and unassail- 
able, was regarded as antiquated prejudice. 

4. Two years before the appearance of the first volume 
of the Encyclopedia, Georges Louis Leclerc, Monsieur (after- 
wards Comte) de Burrox (17th Sept.,1707, to 16th April, 1788) 
had begun to publish his gigantic work: Zistoire Naturelle 
Generale et Partiuliere. The thirty-sixth volume of this 
appeared in the last year of his life, and seven other supple- 
mentary volumes were afterwards issued (1789). The circle 
of readers of this work was identical with that in which the 
Encyclopedia was so popular ; for not merely was he brought 
into relations with its editors through his friend and colleague 
Daubenton, but it was an open secret that his ideas were 
pretty much the same as theirs, and that it was only as a 
precautionary measure that, especially since his dispute with 
the Sorbonne, he said ‘‘creator”” where he would have much 
preferred to say “power of nature” (This anti-religious 
tendency is one of the many contrasts between him and 
Linn&zus— between the greatest foe of system and the greatest 
system-maker among students of nature.) Buffon’s theory of 
organic molecules, which allowed the reader, as it were, to 
observe nature in her silent process of creation, gave to many 
whom the reading of the Encyclopedia had deprived of what 
their hearts clung to, a sort of support by the worship of nature 
to which it invited them. Besides, the author of the NMafural 
History was acknowledged to have a better style than any 
writer of his time, and his book was read, just as Bossuet’s 
Universal History had been, as providing a pattern of the 
most elegant French. It is, therefore, easy to understand that 
a tendency to extreme naturalism always kept extending the 
sphere of its influence. A very important element in this 
movement was the salons of Paris, which became for the 
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des ötres, and there a great affınity to Buffon’s organic mole- 
cules istraceable. Inthe spermatozoa discovered by Leuwen- 
hoeck he sees combinations of the primitive germs, the ani- 
mated atoms, which are themselves endowed with the nature 
of the beings they go to compose. The means by which these 
are brought together, is the distinction of sexes, which is 
manifest even in the simple germ. Not merely animals and 
plants, but metals also, are begotten, just as the stars too are 
begotten, grow, and decay. Here the inquiry breaks off 
somewhat abruptly, and passes on in the 7%:rd Part to the 
moral instinct. Hutcheson is praised as the thinker who first 
made a sense the basis of morality, Hume as the one who 
determined more exactly what corresponds to this sense. 
Both, however, had forgotten that every sense must have an 
organ, and that we must therefore assume special brain fibres 
for moral beauty and repulsiveness, just as for colours and 
sounds. These are probably more intimately connected with 
the higher senses, since only what we see and hear, not what 
we smell and taste, raises moral approval or disapproval. As 
the higher senses are refined and ennobled by the arts, so is 
the moral sense by society. The Zowurih Part, which treats of 
the AAysique des esprits, states the laws according to which, in 
the germ as well as in the higher development, internal and 
external processes go hand-in-Hand; and teaches that the 
nature of the soul must not be made to consist in thought, but 
in that principle from which, on development, thought is 
produced. Whether this is a material principle or not, is 
unknown to us. The #7/% Part, which was written later, 
supplements and corrects the idea of God held by Locke, 
whose philosophy, Robinet declares, stands in the same rela- 
tion to that of Descartes and Malebranche as history does to 
aromance. As we have no idea of the infinite, all attributes 
predicated of God are instances of anthropomorphism. If we 
would be rid of this, we must refuse to predicate of God, not 
merely finitude, but also goodness, wisdom, thought, and so on, 
since all of these are merely human, and cannot be conceived 
of without a body. The only resource left is to assign to God 
purely negative attributes, z.e. to acknowledge that we do not 
understand Him. Even the term “spirit” we can apply te. 
God only in the sense that He is not corporeal ; it is quite 
illegitimate to do as Locke did, and draw all kinds of positive 
conclusions in regard to God, from the constitution of our own 
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With him, however, doubt appears only as the point from 
which he passes first to what he himself calls deism, in 
contrast to theism, and finally to downright atheism anc 
materialism. The Pensces Phxlosophiques, which appeared is 
1748, and were burned by order of the Parliament, the Zen 
sur les Aveugles, 1749, that Sur les Sourdset Muets, 1751, and 
lastlythe /nterpretation de la Nature, 1753, show how quickly 
these three stages succeeded one another. The articles in 
the Encyclopedia, of which he was sole editor from the seventh 
volume onwards, continued to be written from the deistic 
point of view, although their author had passed beyond it. 
They are all the less reliable as indications of Diderot's 
own opinions, from the fact that the printer, through fear of 
prosecution, made alterations in the manuscript on his own 
responsibility. Diderot’s atheism comes out most openly in the 
Interpretation de la Nature and in the Conversation wılh 
d’ Alembert, which first became known in the MMemoires referred 
to above, and its sequel, €’ A/emöbert's Dream. Here he deve- 
lops his theory (Buffon’s) of living molecules, the union and 
separation of which produce the material transformation or life 
of the universe ; here is found his reduction of all psycho- 
logy to physiology of the nerves; here, too, his arguments 
against freedom and immortality, if by the latter is understood 
anything more than survival in the memory of others and in 
reputation ; and here his gibes against those who assume the 
existence of a personal God, and do not believe that thegreat 
musical instrument we call the world, plays itself. Naturally 
Diderot's change of opinions in speculative philosophy was 
accompanied by an analogous change in regard to practical 
philosophy. The connection between morality and religion, 
which is maintained in his first work, is soon broken ; and 
the spring of action is found to lie simply in human nature, 
especially as manifested in the passions, without which nothing 
great is accomplished. These, however, he believes to have 
the character of unselfishness and to make, not for their own, 
but for the general good. Ultimately, as his materialism 
becomes more advanced and consistent, all determinations of 
merit become more lax, virtues and vices are transformed 
into fortunate and unfortunate predispositions, and so on. 
It must, however, be admitted that it is just at this point that 
Diderot holds most closely by his original opinions, and does 
not proceed to the most extreme deductions. For instance, he 
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called mind, is a part of the body, namely the brain, which, on 
account of its finer muscles, gives birth to finer products than 
the extremities. When it ceases to be active, “Ja farce est 
jouce 1” and the fact that it is destined to pass away, is an 
exhortation to us to take our pleasure while we can. Wisdom 
and science were probably invented only because we failed to 
understand the ends of our organization. The boldness with 
which Lamettrie proclaims that sensual enjoyment is the only 
motive of action, repels us strongly, inasmuch as with him it 
amounted to a justification of his own conduct. This, and 
the superficial character of his works, did not however pre- 
‚vent his books from being very favourably received, for they 
were in harmony with the feeling of the time. Frederick the 
Great even composed a eulogy upon him, which was read 
before the Academy at Berlin. 

3. Nothing but the circumstance that Diderot's Cozversation 
with d’ Alembert was in circulation only in manuscript, can 
account for the sensation created by the appearance of the Sys- 
tcme de la Nature, London, 1770. Every one knew that it was 
not really written by Mirabaud, whose name appeared on the 
title-page, and who had died ten ycars previously as secretary 
to the Academie Frangaise. Since the publication of Grimm’s 
literary correspondence, no doubt has existed that the author 
of the book was Baron von Holbach. At the same time, 
Diderot's posthumous works show that a great deal was 
borrowed word for word from him. And since Holbach may 
have borrowed just as much from Lagrange, Naigeon, etc., it 
is impossible to decide how far he was merely editor, or how 
far these men were merely his co-adjutors in the work. PAuL 
Heınrıcı Dirtricn, BARON von HoLsach was born at Heides- 
heim in the Pfalz in 1721 (or 1723); he was educated in 
Paris, and died there 2ıst Feb., 1789. That he was a 
remiarkable man, is plain from the fact that Diderot, Grimm, 
and the Encyclopzdists entertained such a respect for him, 
and that their antagonist, Rousseau, took him for the model 
of his Herr von Wolmar. His other works are forgotten. 
The chief ideas elaborated in the one just mentioned are as 
follows / Nothing exists except matter and motion, which is 
inseparable from the nature of matter, and is therefore not 
something communicated to it. The sum of all things or of 
all that exists is called nature, and forms a whole, since every- 
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nothing, consoles no one, makes every one anxious, and whose 
utter nullity is also proclaimed by the fact that it consists of 
pure negations.. There is nothing more self-contradictory 
than theology, which attributes to God metaphysical qualities 
that remove Him as far as possible from man, and moral 
qualities that bring Him down to the level of a human being. 
True knowledge, which is the property of but a few, substi- 
tutes the force of motion for the Godhead, and the laws 
of nature for Divine qualities and Providence. Nor is it 
to be supposed that the idea of God is an innocent mistake, 
or perhaps even one that is necessary to keep the uneducated 
under control. To foster mistakes in order to keep any one 
under control, means simply to administer poison in order 
to prevent a man from misusing his strength. Deism, z.e. 
superstition, is therefore anything but harmless, for it brings 
with it other foolish notions, some of which are theoretically 
untenable, others practically pernicious. Of the former class 
is the dogma of freedom. This was invented because God 
had bcen invested with moral qualities, and it was necessary 
to justify Him in face of the existence of evil. It forgets that 
a world into which a new movement was introduced, would be 
a new world ; and that therefore any one who could really do 
anything would be the creator of such a world, and accordingly 
almighty. Of the latter class is the dogma of a life beyond 
the grave. By drawing men away from their life here, it 
makes them incapable of living for the world to which they 
belong. Materialism has the merit of consistency, which must 
also be allowed to Berkeley’s theory (vid. $ 291, 5, 6), its 
exact opposite; and it has the further advantage of according 
with sound common sense and of exercising immediate bene- 
ficial effects. It frees the individual from the torturing fear of 
a God, and from the no less torturing reproaches of conscience 
and longings, both of which are entirely foreign to him who 
knows that everything that happens is necessary. It teaches 
him to enjoy present happiness, for it does not sacrifice 
pleasure to a chimxzra. Further, there result from it the 
most important conclusions for the relations between indivi- 
duals, and for the regulation of these : Man is to be improved, 
not by moral homilies, but by being made more healthy ; the 
physician takes the place of the pastor of souls. It further 
teaches that interest is the sole motiveto action, and shows the 
way in which men are to be guided—only prove to them that 
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The development of this line of thought, however, had shown 
how the opposite of pantheism, when consistently carried 
through, was bound ultimately to become a denial of that to 
which alone pantheism had allowed validity, in other words, 
to become atheism. The development of the idealistic sys- 
tems of this period will show a similar result. 


SECOND DIVISION. 


Zdealistic Systems. 
Ed. Zeller: Geschichte der deutschen Philosophie seit Leibnitz. Munich, 1873. 


8 287. 


Just as the realism of the eighteenth century culminated in 
the materialistic enlightenment of France, so the series of 
idealistic systems culminates in the rationalistic enlightenment 
of Germany. These movements cannot but present points 
of resemblance, since both of them look at the world from an 
individualist point of view ; but this must not blind us to the 
fact that they spring from diametrically opposite systems. 
Nor ought weto allow the opposition between them to mislead 
us into expecting to find everywhere perfect correlation and 
entire correspondence between the two sides. On the very face 
of it, there is a wide and obvious difference in their develop- 
ment. For realism at first manifested itself only in timid 
attempts ; such systems as were propounded were merely ten- 
tative and of no real importance ; it was not until compara- 
tively late that the names of pioneers like Locke, Hume, and 
Condillac came into prominence. Idealism, on the other 
hand, made its appearance quite suddenly, in the system of a 
man who developed his theorv in conscious Opposition, not 
merely to the sceptics and mystics, but also to Locke and the 
English moralists, and who therefore may be said to have 
wrought along a line that covers the work of the whole of 
these thinkers. In fact, he carried his idealism to a point 
corresponding to that stage in the development of realism 
which is occupied by Condillac. There is another and more 
important difference. In the materialistic French enlighten- 
ment we sce nothing more than the development of the germs 
that are traceable in Locke; it takes no notice at all, or at 
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for reading had given him an intimate knowledge of the 
classics, a thorough grounding in logic, and a considerable 
familiarity with Scholasticism. Seldom, ifever, did such a well- 
read student come up to the University ; and no great philo-- 
sopher ever continued to be so eager for reading and so 
dependent upon it as did Leibnitz. Descartes, before reading 
a book, always thought out what its title suggested, and that 
in such a thorough manner that, before beginning it, he had 
come to a decided opinion on the subject of which it treated. 
Spinoza read very little, and always got his ideas from himself, 
without any suggestion from without. Leibnitz differed from 
both. Even if he had not told us, we should have known 
that hıs best ideas came to him when he was reading. Any 
one who is fond of discovering plagiarisms would have an easy 
task with Leibnitz. Sherzer increased his affection for the 
philosophy of the Schoolmen ; J. Thomasius interested him 
in the history of philosophy, and his bachelor's dissertation : 
De principio individu:i, of the date 30th March, 1665, shows 
him to be a well-schooled adherent of nominalism. This was 
followed, especially after he had studied at Jena under 
Erhardt Weigel, by a period in which Bacon and Hobbes in 
a special degree, as well as Keppler, Galilei, Gassendi, and 
(though to a less extent than the others) Descartes won him 
over to the mathematico-mechanical view of nature, and made 
him an adherent of the atomic theory and a foe of final causes. 
The study of Taurellus, too, must belong to a very early period, 
and was probably resumed afterwards at Altorf. Of the disser- 
tations that he wrote in order to obtain the Academic degree, 
one appeared in an enlarged form as: De arte combinatorıa, 
1660, 4to. It shows that he had been a diligent student of 
Lully. He was driven by a clique from his native town, and 
at the same time from the academic career he had previously 
intended to follow. A brilliantdissertation (De casıdus Berplexıs) 
secured him the degree of Doctor of Laws at Altorf. Under 
the patronage of Boineburg, he now entered the service of 
the Elector of Mainz, where his activity, even in the sphere of 
literature, was chiefly directed to legal reforms and problems 
of civil law. He also opened up correspondence with scien- 
tific celebrities like Hobbes, Spinoza, and others. A letter to 
Arnauld, with reference to the PAzlosophia eucharistica (vid. 
supra $ 267, 5), seems intended to prepare a friendiy reception 
for the writer. For immediately afterwards he undertook 
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August, Leibnitz displayed great activity in endeavouring to 
reconcile the various Christian confessions. To further these 
conciliatory efforts, he wrote the essay which, when found 
among his papers, was afterwards published as Systema 
theologicum, to prove that he wasa Catholic (1820). His 
letters to Bossuet and others were directed to the same end. 
It was also the first occasion of his Correspondence with 
Arnauld of the years 1686-90, though philosophy afterwards 
came to be the chief subject of discussion. These letters to 
Arnauld were long supposed to be lost, but they were pub- 
lished in 1846 by Grotefend. It is very easy to trace in 
them the gradual growth of Leibnitz's theory. The first 
papers that announced it to a wider circle of readers, are to 
be found in the Journal des Savans. There, in particular, 
appeared in 1695 the Sysieme nouveau (my edition, No. 35, 
pp. 124 seg.), and the explanations that followed it. In 1684 
Leibnitz’s connection with Berlin and his journeys thither 
begin, for in that year his pupil, the Princess of Hanover, 
married the Elector of Brandenburg, afterwards King of 
Prussia. A more important journey was the one which he 
undertook to Italy, in order to make some searches in the 
records. This kept him away from Hanover for three years, 
and resulted in the formation of close connections with Vienna, 
Florence, Rome, Venice, etc. In 1691 Leibnitz was also 
appointed librarian to the (Catholic) Duke Anton Ulrich at 
Wolfenbüttel. This encyclopzdia of all knowledge found it 
possible to get through an unparalleled amount of business. 
After the death of the Elector Ernst August (1698) his 
connection with Berlin became much closer. He was at once 
a sort of diplomatic agent at Berlin, and president of the 
newly-founded Academy there. He also again entered into 
relations with the Imperial court. When the war of the 
Spanish succession began, he aided Austria with his pen, just 
as he wrote on behalf of Prussia, when it was elevated into a 
kingdom, and again when the dispute arose about inheriting 
the principality of Orange, and lastly when Frederick laid 
claim to Neuchatel. Further, it was at this time that his most 
important works were written. In 1704 he composed his 
Nouveaux essais, ı.e. new essays on the subject of the human 
understanding. These he did not publish, because in the 
interval Locke, against whom they were directed, had died. 
To the same year belong the discourses written for the Queen 
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Leibnitii Odera philosophica, etc. Berlin, 1840, 2 vols., 4to. It 
is from thıs edition that I quote here. Unfortunately it was not 
until after I had published it that Sextro discovered the copies 
of Leibnitz’s letters to Arnauld, which went astray in Paris, 
and which were published by Grotefend in 1846. These are 
included in the collected edition prepared by G. H. Pertz, 
which began to appear in 1845 : Zerönitz's gesammelte Werke 
herausgegeben von Pertz. (The first series contains the histor- 
ical works | 4 vols.], the second the philosophical [1 vol. ], the 
third the mathematical [7 vols.]) In 1839 Count A. Foucher 
de Careil, who had previously published : Zei£res et opuscules 
inedits de Leibniz, Parıs, 1854-57, 2 vols., began to bring 
out: (Zuvres de Leibniz, etc., Paris, Didot. The sixth volume 
appeared in 1864. But the work is not likely to go further. 
The most correct edition promised to be that which was 
begun under the guidance of Onno Klopp (G. W. Leiöniz's 
Werke, First series, ı, 2, 3, 4, Hanover, 1865 ; 5, 1866). It 
then came to a stand-still until 1872, when the publishers again 
began to print. In that year vol. 6 appeared, and in the next 
7, 5, 9, containing the correspondence with the Princess Sophie. 
Even if it should continue to be issued, it is apparently not to 
go beyond the first series (historico-political). In 1875 there 
appeared: Die philosophischen Schriften von Gottfr. Wüh. 
Leibniz, herausgegeben von C. J. Gerhardt. First volume, 
Berlin, 1875. It is to be hoped that no misfortune may 
overtake this promising edition. [Six volumes in all of this 
edition have appeared up to date. —Ed.] 

2. Leibnitz’s often-repeated assertion that Cartesianism is 
only the ante-room of true philosophy, implies that it is neces- 
sary to go beyond it. Not less frequently does he describe 
Spinozism' as a development of Cartesianism, and at the same 
time as ajustly disparaged theory. Thus the question arises, 
Where must we leave Descartes, if we are not to approach too 
‚near Spinoza ? Leibnitz finds this point in the Cartesian way 
of conceiving the idea of substance, the logical conclusion of 
which is that there is only oze substance (Zxam. de Maleor., 
p. 691); and accordingly he declares that a correct idea of 
substance is the key to philosophy. His own view is, that the 
. nature of substance consists in self-active power, in virtue of 
which it contains within itself the reason of all its changes, or 

is “ pregrnant with its own future,” and in individuality, which 
“ presupposes infinite plurality. It is no wonder that he is 
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phil. emend., p. 122; Syst. Nouv., p. 125; Princ. de la Nat., 
'p. 714; De idsa nat., p. 157). Further, while the atoms were 
- limited portions of existence, each monad contains, like 
Spinoza’s substance which was omxe esse, the whole infinity of 
existence within itself, is a concentrated universe, and would 
accordingly lose nothing if all the other monads perished, and 
gain nothing if they could exercise influence upon it (@ Dour- 
guet, p. 720; @ Bayle, p. 187). Asan absolutely separated, 
self-sufficient microcosm, the monad produces automatically 
within itself all that concerns it; and an all-seeing eye could 
read in its present condition its whole past and future, z.e., 
could read in it all existence (Moradol, p. 706). The process 
by which all existence is contained in the single monad, Leib- 
nitz has described in very different ways, and in very different 
words. It is especially in his correspondence with Arnauld 
'that he tries to explain it. Just as the centre of a circle is the 
‚meeting-place of allthe zadtı:, and therefore contains all the 
central angles, so the monad contains everything or expresses 
(exprime) everything. He puts the matter in the same way 
against Bayle(p. 187). Instead of speaking of it as a process in 
virtue of which all existence is contained (not really, but ideally, 
to use Hegel’s language) in the monad,—a process which is 
often described by saying that the monad is potentially every- 
thing, —Leibnitz sometimes employs the expression “mirror” 
(Hegel says, “ appear”), and says therefore that the monads 
. mirror everything. It must not, however, be forgotten that 
everything exists in each monad as the immanent activity of 
the monad itself, and the monad is therefore a living mirror of 
all existence (Prize. d. l. Nat., p.714). The commonest expres- 
sion, which will be the more familiar owing to the fact that of 
all monads our own soul is the one we know best, is the expres- 
sion “represent” (Vorstellen). This, however, as he repeatediy 
explains, does not mean “ represent to oneself,” for apperceptio 
is a higher stage than ZercepZio, which latter word he often 
interchanges with representer or, as above, with exzprimer. 
‚ Since “to represent” means merely to contain zdealiter or. 
‘potentia, we may say in Leibnitz’s phraseology that the acorn 
vepresents the oak ; and we need not be surprised if with him 
percipient activity, and development or creative power mean 
the same thing, or, if he calls life a Zrincıpıum percoplivum 
(ad Wagn., p. 466). Our soul, when it slumbers, has a Jercep- 
£ion of the world, but not an aßpercebion of it (Prine. d. L. Nat., 
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ceptions, and is neither material nor passive. Since it is thus 
"possible to distinguish two elements in the monad, Leibnitz 
often says that the atomic theory is insufficient. We must go 
‘back tothe much-abused substantial forms, and combine these, 
as a supplement, withthe atoms. He calls this a supplementing 
-of the physics of the atomists by a metaphysical principle, pos- 
sibly because he remembers that Bacon (vz@. $ 249, 3) had 
assigned the material principle to physics and the forms to 
metaphysics. If final causes also be regarded as belonging 
to metaphysics, it is easy to understand Leibnitz’s writing in 
his correspondence with Arnauld (Disc. de Metapıh., p. 22, ed. 
Grotef.), that his theory combined that of efficient causes with 
-teleology. In each monad the infinity of existence manifests 
itself in a definite, finite way, and therefore activity and pas- 
sivity appear united in a definite way. Accordingly, no one 
-monad is exactly like another. There are no two things abso- 
lutely similar (zadiscernibilia). Each monad mirrors existence 
in its own particular way and from its own peculiar point of 
view (Sysi. Nouv., p. 127). This variety cannot be admitted 
by the atomists, inasmuch as they assign to the atoms nothing 
but the property of being material. Nor would it exist at 
all, if the monad were pure activity. It is therefore caused 
simply by the limitation of the activity of the monad, and in- 
dividual difference and peculiarity have their root in confused 
perceptions. Since the monads are in this way mutually ex- 
clusive, the maleria prima is naturally the vis Zassıva resıstendi 
(De ıpsa nat., p. 157). But this is not all. Every monad 
mirrors or concentrates in itself the infinity of existence, z.e. the 
same thing; each, however, does so in a different way. Thus, in 
spite of the variety, there exists an agreement which Leibnitz 
calls “accord,” “concomiance,’' and at a later period always 
“ harmony.” Accordingly, although there can be neither in- 
fluence nor mutual interaction between the monads, the sharp- 
seeing eye, already referred to, could not merely read in each 
monad (backwards and forwards) what was in it, but also (side- 
ways) what is, was,and will be in all monads. Just as mirrors 
place round a market-place never contradict one another, 
although the reflection in each is different, so it is with the 
living mirrors of the world. This harmony, variety in unity, 
has thus its condition in the limitations of the monads, their 
confused perceptions, or their maleria (prima). This forms 
the connection between them. \Vithout it, the monads would 
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within human experience, and therefore be capable of being 
recognised by men. There are within us, in the first place, 
perceptions which are so obscure that we cannot distinguish 
them either from one another or from ourselves, ‘as, for 
example, those which occur in deep sleep or in unconscious- 
ness produced by turning rapidiy round and round; in the 
- second place, those which are clear compared with the fore- 
going, as, for example, the sensation of green, but which are 
still indistinct or confused because we cannot describe them to 
one who has been born blind, and because we do not even know 
that the green we see is a mixture of blue and yellow ; in the 
- last place, those which are distinct, and which we can communi- 
cate to others by defining then. (These distinctions occur ın 
Descartes, and in the Ari de Penser.) Similarly, we can dis- 
tinguish, in the first place, monads that never get beyond the 
lowest grade of perceptions, and these may be called sleap- 
ing or bare monads ; in. the second place, those which attain 
- to clear perceptions, and such would be souls; in the last 
place, those which, besides obscure and clear (but confused) 
percepiions, have also distinct ones, and such we call spirits 
(Medit. de cogn., p. 75 ; Monad., p. 706). Of course, within 
these main divisions there are an infinite number of grades, 
Leibnitz, for example, never doubts of the existence of super- 
human genii, into which men are perhaps transformed after 
death (Prince. de Vie, p. 431; Zo Wagner, p. 466). If we 
pass up from stage to stage, all grades of monads ultimately 
point to one, in which all that is material, z.e., all that is con- 
fused, disappears, because it perceives everything with perfect 
clearness, and is present directly in everything alike (Prince. 
. d./. Nat., p. 717). This primitive, highest monad is God 
(4 Montmort, p. 725; ad Bierling, p. 678). As we have said 
that He is free from what was previously recognised as the 
bond between the monads, He must, of course, be described as 
without, beside, and above the world (De rer. orıg., p. 147 ; To 
Clarke, p. 749) ; and He must certainly not be conceived of 
as an (immanent) soul of the world, or as a world-Ego. With 
Him must be contrasted, not, as has been supposed, matter, 
but nothingness. Matter is something between the two; in- 
deed, Leibnitz (thinking perhaps of Campanella, perhaps, too, 
as is more likely, of Descartes) calls it a product of both 
(Sur ÜEspr. Univ., p. 182). God is the cause and creator oi 
the monads, and, since harmony resulted from their essential 
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tedlisibilitatis afırmatıve, and if he subsequently puts perfec- 
tion on the same level as universality and regularity, because an 
exception is something negative, and onlya rule is really an 0d- 
scrvabile, it ıs quite clear that Leibnitz approaches very near the 
purely logical conception of perfection entertained by Descartes 
and Spinoza[cf.$ 272, 3].) Since that mechanical process goes 
- forward within theknowledge of God, this comes to the same 
thing as saying that God compares the possible combinations 
and chooses the most perfect one. In this it may, indeed must, 
happen that less perfectthings are chosen, instead of one thing 
which, taken by itself, would be perfect, but whose existence 
can only be purchased by a multitude of imperfections. In 
the same way, perfectly similar things are conceivable ; but 
they never actually exist. For, if both were made actual, there 
would be no reason why one should be in one place and the 
other in another; and if only one of them were made actual, 
there would be no reason why that one should be chosen ; and 
therefore God makes neither of them actual, and there never 
exist two things absolutely alike (/dzd., pp. 755, 756). Not 
everything which is conceivable (Zosszöle), is for that reason 
compatible with everything else (composszdle) (4 Bourguet, pp. 
718, 719). It was through confusing these two ideas that 
„Averroösand Spinoza reached the erroneous principle that all 
that is possible becomes actual. This is true only of what is 
- compossible. The sum of all that is composszble, änd therefore 
exists, we callthe world. That it must be unique is obvious 
( Theod, p. 506). Equally obvious is it that it is the best. It is 
not the best because God has chosen it, but God has chosen it 
because it is the best. That the sum of all existing monads, 
each of which is pregnant with its own future, also contains 
within itself all its future conditions ; that tnere can be no 
omission or gap in the sum, tlıe real world, any more than 
in the ideal world; that, for this very reason, everything 
„ happens from (not metaphysical, but moral) necessity, since 
its opposite is conceivable, but incompatible, z.e impossible, 
—all of this goes without saying. If we pass now from the 
general idea of the world to that of its elements, the first 
question that arises is, How does Leibnitz conceive of cor- 
poreal things ? Of course, as there is nothing real except the 
monads, body must consist of them. A body, therefore, or 
even the whole mass of bodies (maleriz secunda), is an awgre- 
gate of substances. It is, then, no more substance than is 
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as two bullets, when melted into one, produce certainly a larger 
surface, but not one equal to the sum of the two previous sur- 
faces, so the motion is not to be regarded as the measure of 
the motive power, or as atallequivalent to it. This is the great 
mistake of Descartes, whose fundamental law, that the sum of 
motions always remains the same, is very easily disproved by 
experiment. For, if it were true, a Zerdeluum mobile would 
present no difficulty. What remains always constant is only 
the sum of the motive power, further, as readily results from 
this, the activity of that power, the action molrice, and lastly, 


. what Descartes seems to deny when he attributes to the soul 


the power of directing the body ($ 267, 7), the sum of the 
directions in which the power works (ad Dernoull., p. 108; 
Theod., p. 520). Since all conditions of bodies proceed from 
the activity of the motive power, it is perfectly justihiable to 
treat all corporeal processes, even such as are organic, from a 
mechanical point of view. Only it must not be forgotten that 
the ultimate ground of those fundamental mechanical laws 
lies in their being adapted to an end, so that they themselves 
can only be proved teleologically,. The only true point in the 
polemic against all teleology is, that, in considering individual 
phenomena, one must not be too ready to pass over the (inter- 
mediate) causes that bring about the effect mechanically. 
On the other hand, to confine oneself absolutely to efhicient 
causes, means to render impossible the understanding, not 
merely of what these depend upon, but also of many particular 
phenomena. 

4. There may be an aggregate of monads in which one 
mirrors all the others in various degrees, but much more 
clearly than each of these represents its own condition and 
that of its neighbours. If so, there is in this aggregate a 
repetition to some extent of the relation between the two ele- 
ments constituting substance. All the rest taken together are 
called maleria (secunda, to distinguish them from the remain- 
ing monad), or body ; the monad that perceives more clearly is 
called the entelechy of the body, which is itself said to be a 
living thing and, if its entelechy be a soul capable of sensation, 
an animal (Monadol., p. 710). This connection, however, does 
not alter the fact that it is impossible for the one monad to 
exert anything but a purely ideal influence upon the others 
(Monadol., p.709). Further, the relation of soul and body can 
only be a harmony between the two, in which the motions pro- 
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clearly, since the harmony existing between the others has 
become in it something felt or even known, that the union is 
more intimate than that between the. water-drops of a rain- 
bow. A living body, therefore, evidently approximates more 
- to a unum Per se than does a dead one, which is a mere 
unum per accidens. Leibnitz cannot help admitting this. It is 
chiefly in his correspondence with Arnauld and with Pere 
Des Bosses that such expressions occur as, that living things 
are more than mere phenomena; that there is here an ad- 
ditional element that transforms them into something real, 
a realisans, which, in the letters to Des Bosses, ıs called a 
vınculum substantiale ; that on this account, while every mere 
body is substantiE, or a substantiatum, a living body is also a 
substantia (composila). The occurrence of these and many 
similar expressions in those two 'sets of letters, in which the 
question of the Eucharist is always put in the foreground, 
have led many to the too hasty conclusion that this whole 
theory is nothing but a concession to the Catholic dogma. 
It is forgotten, that with Leibnitz the real presence of the 
body of Christ in the Sacrament was a matter of deep personal 
interest, and, what is still more important, that, quite apart 
from this question, he speaks elsewhere of the controlling 
monad being cexfre d’une substance composee and Principe de 
son unuıle (Princ. de la Nat., p. 714); and on July gth, 1711, 
writes to Wolff: ‘“ There are as many substances (z.e. compo- 
site substances) as there are organic bodies ; inorganic bodies, 
on the other hand, as well as the fragments of an organism, 
are merely aggregates, merely phenomena.” It was probably 
to a very large extent the firm hold he kept of the law of 
continuity and analogy, that led him to see in the relation be- 
- tween the two elements that constitute (simple) substance, the 
differential coefficient, so to say, of the relation between body 
-and soul ; in fact, that often makes him treat mzateria prima as 
the differential of the body, and extelechia prima as that of 
the soul, when he says that the former is the unity of the one, 
the latter of the other side, of all the elements of the living 
thing (p. 680). If, however, this analogy between the indi- 
vidual monad and the living thing be maintained, not merely 
does the latter become something that is really of the nature of 
substance, but conversely, we shall now be able to look in every 
individual monad for the germ of what is peculiar to the living 
thing. This (retrogressive) analogy, which leads to the posi- 
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been. considering, are those on mental philosophy, which 
nowadays are comprised under the name psychology, but 
which Leibnitz called Pneumatws. This subject is discussed 
principally in the four posthumous books of Mowveauxr Essais, 
etc. (pp. 194-418), which criticize Locke’s Zssay chapter by 
chapter. (In what follows, exact references will be given only 
in the case of statements made elsewhere than in this work.) 
The human soul, too, is a monad, but it is distinguished from 
the soul of the lower animals by the very fact that the body it 
controls is a much more delicately organized machine than 
the bodies of the lower animals. A more important difference, 


however, is that its perceptions are clear. It can distinguish 


them from each other and from itself; and in this way it 
becomes conscious, is for itself what the other monads were 


for the eye that observed them. or, rellects its own activity 


\ 


(Princ. de la Nat., p. 715). By means of this reflexive activity 
the mere individual is transformed into a person, the self into 
an Ego.; the creature of nature becomes an integral part of 
the moral world, in short, the soul becomes a spirit. In this 
latter stäge, perception is changed into thought and knowledge, 
effort into will. Confining ourselves for the present to the 
former of these, the speculative aspect of mind, we see that in 
spite of this advance we are not to assume any breach of con- 
tinuity or any vacruum formarum between animal perception 
and human perception. For the former, by the help of ınemory, 
can rise to a power of association, in virtue of which it appears 
to us intelligent. Now, the human mind, wherever it is under 
the guidance of mere experience, that is, during a great part of 
its existence, is on exactly the same level. Only, the mind con- 
tains the groundwork of a knowledge based upon principles, 
which is not the case with the lower anımals. These princi- 


. ples, therefore, are innate in the mind as a groundwork ; and 


Locke’s figure of a fabula rasa is misleading, besides being 
inconsistent with the ideas drawn from reflection, which he 
himself postulates. His Peripatetic aphorism: Nikil est ın 
intellectu, etc., must be supplemented by the additional clause: 
excıpe nısi ipse intelledtus. Nor ıs Descartes’ doctrine of 
innate ideas correct. According to his view, nothing exists in 
the mind except that of which it is clearly conscious, while 
as a matter of fact those principles are contained in the mind 
virlualiter, and do not come into consciousness until they 
develop themselves automatically from this groundwork. If 
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manifests itself in its function as mere soul. Hence the 
similarity which it exhibits in this case to the lower anımals; 
while, when under the influence of obscure perceptions, as in 
- sleep, it approximates to the vital principle of plants. Just 
as to see green was to see yellow and blue mixed up indis- 
tinguishably, so to hear the roaring of the ocean ıs a confused 
. perception of an infinite number of noises. If under Leibnitz’s 
guidance we pass through the confused perceptions of sensation 
away from the obscure perceptions that constitute the utterly 
dull consciousness of ourselves, that is, if we pass away from 
the whole of the obscure life of the soul, and enter the bright 
.daylight of distinct perceptions, we reach the domain of real 
cognition or knowledge, which, as it is based upon certain 
.principles, exactly coincides with what Leibnitz calls reason. 
Through this, man becomes able to participate in truth, 
while his confused thought only allows of his perceiving what 
is phenomenal. But in the human mind there are two 
principles of reason, corresponding to the two elements of 
which all that is real is composed. These are the principle 
-of identity or non-contradiction, which determines the limit 
of conceivability, of logical possibility, and therefore the 
rational and eternal verities; and secondly, the principle of 
sufficient reason or of conformity (Zr. ratıonis sufficientis, pr. 
de convenance, etc.), which determines all truths of fact. Logic 
and mathematics depend upon the former, physics upon the 
latter. What is inconsistent with the former is absolutely (or 
logically) impossible; what is inconsistent with the latter ıs 
physically impossible. The opposite of the first of these is 
the possible, of the second the real (comzposszdle). The sum of 
truths goes to form the content of the reason, and accordingly 
Leibnitz usually defines reason as enchatinement des verites 
(e.g. Theod., Discours de la Conf., etc., p. 479). The’ science 
of method shows us how .to advance by the use of these 
two principles to ever fresh items of knowledge. Evidently 
inspired by what Descartes had said in regard to philosophic 
method, Leibnitz throughout his whole life never lost sight 
.of the idea of a universal theory of science, which he often 
calls, like Descartes, Mathesis uniwersalis. Only fragments 
on this subject were found in his posthumous papers, and 
some of these have been included in my edition (No. xi.-xxii., 
lii.-liv.). Like Descartes, and like Locke, he demands that 
. we should start from what is most simple,.: He does not, how- 
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as the method of Combinations did in the former case. The 
example of Descartes and his own experience must have 
shown Leibnitz, what was in any case very obvious, that 
about the most important point for every system of calculus 
is the happy choice of symbols. Further, there is no doubt 
that he was familiar with the labours of Athanasius Kircher 
and Joh. Joachim Becher, and especially with a remarkable 
book by George Dalgarno, a man born in Aberdeen, whose 
works were reprinted in Edinburgh, in 1834. This was: Ars 
signorum, vulgo Character universalis et lingua phulosophuca, 
printed in London in 1661, with the motto /Zoc ultra, which 
doubtless suggested to Leibnitz the heading Plus ultra 
{Opf. phil., No. xv.), Taking all this into consideration, we 
need not be surprised that, his whole life through, Leibnitz 
was thinking of a system of symbols, by the help of which 
every primary idea could be fixed in a single character, and 
every combination of these in a single formula. For him, 
what these men had looked upon as the most important thing 
was merely a subsidiary advantage ; namely, that in this way 
a universal system would be created which, as is the case 
nowadays in mathematics, would enable a German to read in 
his own language every book written by a Frenchman. The 
main point with him was, that a system of symbols would be 
chosen, the effect of which would be that every faulty com- 
bination of thoughts would necessarily lead to an impos- 
sible or self-contradictory formula, every hiatus in reasoning 
necessarily show itself in a want of connection between the 
characters, and so on. These results, however, would only be 
attained if such signs were selected for the ideas as would be 
analogous to the nature of the thing signified, like the /ingua 
Adamıca or sıgnatura rerum of which the Mystics dreamed. 
Neither the symbols for the metals and planets, nor the hiero- 
glyphics of the Chinese seem to offer this, advantage ; and 
accordingly he confines himself to mathematical symbols, 
experimenting sometimes with lines, sometimes with figures, 


. sometimes with letters. That he did not succeed in achieving 


the desired results is well known and not at all surprising. — 
If the principles hitherto explained show us Aow, in Leibnitz’s 
view, the mind rises from the dull consciousness of life to 
rational knowledge, we have still to see wAa/ forms the proper 
object of this knowledge, or wherein consists the truth at 
which it should aim. Wlıen the principle of non-contradiction 
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will at all or not; we do not will to will, but we will some- 
thing, z.e. the object of the act of volition. But even in regard 
to our willing this particular object, and not something else, 
we are not independent. We are always determined in our 
choice. The fiction of Buridan’s ass is an impossibility ; for 
the blow that was to sever the world into two absolutely 
similar halves, would also divide the ass in two, and the 
organs left on the one side would be different from those left 
on the other. There is always a preponderance on one side 
(Theod.,p. 517). In spite, however, of his decided determinism, 
Leibnitz refuses to be ranked with Spinoza. And rightly 
so. For the former places the process of determination out- 
side of the individual, and compares him to a stone thrown by 
some one; Leibnitz, on the other hand, represents the will 
'as determined by our own perceptions, and compares the 
view of the opponents of determinism to the delusion of the 
magnetic needle, which thinks that it points to the north out 
of its own good pleasure. The mistake arises because we are 
very often not conscious of this inward impulse that determines 
our will. \We do not know why we will anything, although 
the act of will has a definite cause. This is the case, not 
merely where our perceptions are obscure and confused be- 
cause they have not yet risen to be distinct, but also where 
they are so through degeneration. A case in point is habit, 
where we act through instinct or quite unconsciously, because 
we are urged by a natural impulse, the second of its kind that 
has come into play. Accordingly, if we go back to the very 
- first movements of will, we shall find these ir. the feeling of 
discomfort and unrest, when we do not know what we wish. 
This may be called the obscure exercise of will, because it 
corresponds exactly to obscure perceptions. When several 
movements combine, there arises the tendency towards a 
definite perception. When this leads to complete satisfaction, 
it is pleasure or pain ; when it falls short of this, it is longing 
or fear. If there be further added memory and play of the 
imagination, the result is a preference which decideswhat we are 
to will, and which can only be met by calling forth other deter- 
minations. In this second stage of will, which may be called 
the sensual exercise of will,and which corresponds to sensations 
in the more purely intellectual part of our nature, anything 
that produces pleasure or delight is a good that is willed, 
anything that results in pain is an evil. In this, as well as in 
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between him and Spinoza comes out in the contrast between the 
self-abnegating amor ıntellectualis Dei, which is a private vir- 
tue, and the self-asserting, enlightening virtue of philanthropy. 
The sensuous perception of harmony, the artistic feeling, stood 
midway between sensation, the perception of the phenomenal, 
and scientific knowledge, which embraced truth, z.e. consciously 
mirrored the harmony of all things. Sımilarly, to correspond 
to this, there must stand midway between the sensual pursuit 
of pleasure and the rational will for the good, a kind of will 
that does not directly lay hold of thehighest end (philanthropy), 
but rather points towards it, as we saw that the beautiful does 
towards the good. As a matter of fact, this position, with 
Leibnitz, is occupied by human art—that form of activity in 
which we are like God, inasmuch as we create, and like nature, 
inasmuch as we produce machines (Prince. d. ! Nat,p. 127; 
Monadbl., p. 712). This very statement, however, shows that 
what is meant here by art, is not the daughter of heaven, who 
is an end unto herself. In speaking of &ckantillons architec- 
fonıques, Leibnitz is clearly thinking of machines that are of 
practical utility ; and therefore, where he uses the word ar/, we 
should prefer to say inventive rather than artisticand creative 
power. This explains why the whole of the subsequent view 
of the world, formed under the influence of Leibnitz, never got 
beyond the point of assigning to a work of art a moral end, 
lying abeve and outside of art itself. 

7. Leibnitz’s metaphysical theories conflict particularly with 
Cartesianism and with Spinozism. In his physics, by his ideal- 
istic view of extended substance, he proves himself an anta- 
gonist of More, who represents even spirits as extended, and 
of Cudworth, who holds that extended substance has a living 
force. In his psychology and moral philosophy he appears 
as the opponent of Locke and the English moralists, for he 
makes the mind the sole source of its own promptings and 
instructions. Similarly, in his Z4eologey, he comes out as ıhe. 
opponent of those who had played into the hands of rcalism 
by representing that faith and reason were opposed to eacıı 
other (vzd.\$ 276-278). His Theodicce (pp. 468-665) is a reply 
to Bayle. From this work all the following statements are 
taken, except in cases where a special reference isgiven. His 
opposition to Bayle makes Leibnitz begin with a discussion 


“ upon the agreement between faith and reason (pp. 479-503). 


He first puts faith and experience side by side, and then 
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proof, which reasons from the idea of a Being who is necessary, 
to His existence, requires, according to Leibnitz, who on this 
point is in literal agreement with Cudworth, to be supple- 
mented by the demonstration that that idea is possible, z.e. 
that it is not self-contradictory, like the idea of an absolutely 
swiftest motion, forexample. Thus amplihied, it is convincing, 
and may be expressed as follows: If God is possible, He 
exists, for His existence is a necessary consequence of His 
possibility. If He did not exist, He would not be possible, 
nor would anything outside of Him be possible (e.g. De Ja 
demonstr. Cartes.,p. 177). Nowadays this proof is called the 
ontological one. With Leibnitz it deserves this name in a 
special degree because it is closely connected with his ontology, 
which distinguished in the monad the two elements of possi- 
bility and reality. This distinction will be most apparent in 
the lowest form of monad, and will cease to exist in the highest 
form. The so-called 2 fosteriori proof, which is connected 
with the Jrincıpıum ratıonıs sufficientis, stands in the same 
relation to Leibnitz’s cosmology, and may be called the cos- 
mological proof, as that name is applied to it universally 
nowadays. Since everything that happens must have a cause, 
the existence of the monads, the harmony that subsists with- 
out their exercising any influence, —a harmony which must 
therefore have its reason outside of them, —and finally the 
connection between everything contingent, lead us to conclude 
that, outside of this connection, there is a necessary Being 
who is the source and origin of these things (Monadol., p. 708; 
Prince. de Vie, p.430; De rer. orig., p. 147). But this princi- 
" ple involved the ıdea of an end as well as the idea of cause. 
If the latter was the basis of the cosmological argument, the 
- former produces the teleological one, in virtue of which the 
ıdea of God appears as the culmination of moral philosophy, 
just as in the two former cases it was the crowning point of meta- 
physics and of physics: All orderly connection, and similarly 
all human action, is ultimately directed to an absolute end, and 
this is God, since everything in the measure of its perfection 
furthers His honour and His blessedness (De/ix. efh., p. 670). 
Especially is this the case with our philanthropy, since that is 
also the main element in the Divine nature. Leibnitz’s meta- 
physics and physics (ontology and cosmology), as well as the 
second part of his ‘“ pneumatics,” had each yielded a proof 
of the existence of God; and it almost looks as if he were 
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architect, but its king. The two realms, that of nature and 
that of grace, between which man forms a link, are in perfect 
harmony, because they form a graduated line of perfection. 
One of Bayle’s chief objections, the opposition between reason 
and faith, was repelled by the distinction between what tran- 
scends reason and what is contrary toreason, and by the proofs 
for the existence of God. Optimism supplies the weapons to 
dispose of the other, the reasonableness of Manichzism (vzd. 
8 277,5). The question how evil and wickedness are consistent 
with the best possible world, is such an important feature in 
Leibnitz’s rational faith, that it has supplied the title for his 


‚work on this subject. A main point in this, is the reduction 


of moral and physical to metaphysical evil, z.e. the limitation in 
virtue of which even wickedness does not rest upon a positive 
cause (as Manichzism would make out), but upon a want, a 
causa deficiens. That the individual elements in the world 
are limited and fınite, z.e. that they are not everything or are 
not gods, depends upon their nature; and, as their nature 
has its ultimate ground in themselves, and not in God’s good 
pleasure, God is not responsible for this. It is true that the 
existence of anything at all is a result of the Divine will; and 
the question next arıses: How is it conceivable that God did 
not leave the evil or even the bad in the region of mere pos- 
sibility ? God has only permitted it to exist as a means of 
advancing the perfection and blessedness of the whole He 
is not like the foolish general, who sacrifices a province to 
save a couple of human lives, but like the artist, who employs 
discoloured shades or discordant sounds to heighten the 
colouring or the harmony of the work of art, so that it gains 
in beauty through what is itself hideous. God therefore does 
not really will the bad, He permits it; not for its own sake, 
not even as a means, but He endures it merely as a condılio 
sine quä non in a world which, without it, would not possess 
magnanımityand a number of other virtues. If, therefore, we 
regard, not the individual, but the world as a whole, its aspect 


- fills us not, as it did Spinoza, with resignation, but with serene 


calmness, with joyful confidence ; and the ever-increasing joy 
in God goes hand in hand with a constant advance of blessed- 
ness and perfection, which the supreme architect and monarch 
maintains in the fairest harmony (Monadol., $ 87-89, p. 712). 


Cf. A. Pichler: Die Theologie des Leibnitz, etc. ıst part, Munich, 1869. 
znd, zdid., 1869. 
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volunteer in Holland. During this time he formed a close 
friendship with Huygens, and became familiar with the Carte- 
sian philosophy. Afterwards he joined the circle of Spinoza’s 
admirers, mentioned in $ 271, and thus made the acquaintance 
of Spinoza himself. The most acute objections (Z/2. 63, 67, 
69, 71) in that philosopher’s correspondence, though formerly 
ascribed to L. Meyer, are really by Tschirnhausen. \Vhen he 
subsequently came to know Leibnitz in Paris, he asked per- 
mission for him to be allowed to read the manuscript of the 
Ethis. Spinoza hesitated at first; and this hesitation looks 
almost like a presentiment of the dangerous adversary, who 
afterwards takes credit to himself for being instrumental in 
making Tschirnhausen less of a Cartesian than he had been 
before. Journeys to England, to Italy, to Vienna, and for the 
second time to France, where he became a member of the 
Academy, prevented Tschirnhausen from publishing so soon 
as he had intended, the work of which his letters speak as a 
Tractalus de ratione excolenda, or de emendalione intelleclus (to 
Fuygens, ııth September, 1682), and which appeared in 1687 
as Medıcina menlıs, s. artıs inveniendi Pracepta generalia, under 
which title it was reprinted at Leipsic in 1695. The Mediına 
corpor:s, which forms a sequel to this work, is of no import- 
ance. Henceforward Tschirnhausen lived at his castle, occu- 
pied in grinding lenses and making chemical experiments 
which gave him almost as strong a claim as the notorious 
Boettger to the discovery of Meissen porcelain. In 1708 he 
died, regretted as a faithful friend by Leibnitz. The Meaicına 
menlis frequently agrees almost word for word with Spinoza’s 
Tract. de emend. int., and yet never expressly refers to it; in 
fact, Spinoza is often tacitly censured. It would be an in- 
Justice to see in this nothing more than a fear of being put 
into the same category as the man who was in such evil 
repute. The decided conviction that pantheism was a mistake 
—a conviction which Leibnitz possibly strengthened—may 
explain this, and may also help us to understand why Tschirn- 
hausen, on many points, approximates to the position taken up 
by Descartes before he had become a pantheist. For example, 
in layıng down the first foundation of all philosophy, he makes 
this consist in the unalterable and indubitable conviction 
of one’s own conscious existence, or existence as a thinking 
being. Starting from this fundamental fact of consciousness 
in general, a fact of which our inward experience makes us 
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by the motion of a straight line round a fixed point (p. 90). 
The analysis of the definition results in axioms (p. 61), its 
synthesis in theorems (p. 124). If we always begin with what 
is most simple, and proceed without a break to what is more 
complex, we need not be afraid of making mistakes. In spite 
of the similar methods pursued in the various parts of philo- 
sophy, there is still a great difference in respect of their sub- 
jects. What is apprehended by the senses is not so much 
conceived as merely perceived; it istherefore merely something 
that can be imagined, a phenomenon, a phantasm (p. 75). The 
most simple elements to which, or to combinations of which, 
everything of this kind may be reduced, are solid and fluid 
(p. 89). Within the limits of what is apprehended by the 
understanding, a distinction must be drawn between those of 
its products which may arise in various ways, and which may, 
therefore, be defined, —the ralionalia, i.e. mathematical concep- 
tions whose simplest elements are the point and the (straight 
and curved) line —and those conceptions which can only be 
formed in one way. - The latter are the realıa or pAysica, the 
elements of which are extension and motion (in the two forms 
called rest and motion) (pp. 75, 76). They occupy the highest 
place, and so, therefore, does physics, the science which deals 
with them. While this science is not possible without mathe- 
matics, it also requires to be confirmed by experiment (p. 280), 
the nature of which the followers of Bacon have misunder- 
stood. It may be called the science which is truly divine 
(p. 284), and also that which embraces everything, since the 
knowledge of our own selves forms a part of it (pp. 284, 84). 
At the conclusion of his work Tschirnhausen states that 
medicine, mechanics, and ethics are the practical applications 
of science, the last-mentioned being the doctrine of the soul’s 
health. As mechanics is undoubtediy applied mathematics, 
while medicine professes to be based entirely upon perceived 
phenomena (/maginabdilia), it follows that the theoretical 
groundwork of ethics must lie in physics, as the knowledge of 
the zealıa. 

3. Tschirnhausen is superior to Leibnitz in regard both to 
the method and to the subdivision of his system ; for, instead 
of aspirations and suggestions, he gives definite directions 
and statements. And yet in another point he is even more 
deficient than his master. This is practical philosophy, ethics. 
He is content with merely assigning a place to it; while 
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legislation.. There is hardly a statement made ın this treatise 
which would not be found in Grotius or Hobbes. For. even 
Pufendorf’s denial of the existence of international law distunct 
from the natural right of the individual,— which is usually re- 
ferred to as original,—ıs not an idea of his own. \V'hat he says 
here, had been already said by Hobbes ($ 256, 6). And vet 
the work merits the applause with which ıt was greeted. The 
novel feature of it was that he combined the doctrines of his 
two predecessors, giving free play not only to the selfishness 
of Hobbes, but also to the social instinct of Grotius. In 
consequence of this treatise, a chair (the first) of natural and 
international law was created at Heidelberg, and offered to 
Pufendorf. To the seven years of this professorship belongs 
his connection with Boineburg, whom he considers one of 
the greatest of statesmen. Nor does he assign a much 
lower position to his sovereign, the Elector Karl Ludwig of 
the Palatinate, who is believed to have furnished many data 
for the work which Pufendorf published in 1667, under an 
assumed Italian name: Severin! de Monzambano Veronensis 
de stalu imperii germanii epistola (published in the first 
instance at Ihe Hague, very often republished, e.g. 1695. at 
Halle, by Thomasius, who delivered lectures upon it). This 
anticipation of Montesquieu’s Zei/res Persanes ($ 280, 7) con- 
tains a sharp criticism of the condition of Germany. It was 
at first ascribed to Boineburg, to Pufendorf’s elder brother, 
and to many others. After giving an account of the present 
state of affairs, and of how it arose, it goes on to argue against 
the misconception that the German Empire was a continuation 
of the Roman, and that it had conferred great benefits upon 
the German nation. It then proceeds to combat the views 
of those who regard the German Imperial constitution as 
one of the Aristotelian pure or mixed forms of government. 
Rather it is an irregular form of government, and, looked 
at from the Aristotelian standpoint, a monstrosity. Finally, 
it passes on to a statement of the means that might remedy 
the evils which unquestionably existed. Although not blind 
to the injuries that Germany had experienced at the hands 
of Austria, he rejects the view of Hippolytus a Lapide (B. P. 
Chemnitz), who held that Germany would never be a united 
State till Austria had been excluded. He would prefer to see 
a confederation of German States with a standing authority 
at its head, a proposal in regard to which he apprehends great 
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thing is good because God has commanded it, and not con- 
versely. This led him to censure Grotius, who declares that 
the moral law would be valid even if there were no God. 
Nor was he staggered by the objection that God might at 
any moment declare murder, adultery, and so on, to be a 
duty. If God of His good pleasure has once appointed to 
man a social and peaceful life, everything that runs counter 
to this must necessarily be forbidden ; but it is a necessity 
which is conditioned by that exercise of His good pleasure, 
and which is therefore not absolute, but hypothetical. This 
assertion he expressed in classical language, by saying that 
the ertia moralia ultimately depended upon the Divine zm- 
positio. It appeared to be a declaration of war against the 
Thomists, who maintained the “ Zerseztas” of these exziia, 
as well as against Leibnitz, who was a Thomist on this point; 
and it seemed further to allow more’ to the Godhead than 
science had any right to do. On the other hand, very 
different objections were called forth by Pufendorf’s teach- 
ing as to the Princıprum cognoscendi of natural law. The 
source, not of law, but of our knowledge of law, is simply 
the reason ; the means to this end is just the study of human 
nature. Natural law, which is to be as binding upon Jews 
and Turks as upon Christians, cannot, therefore, allow itself 
either to be connected with the Decalogue—as Seckendorf, 
for example, in his Christian State would have it—or to fall 
back upon the paradisiacal point of view. It can only fulfi its 
end if it employs strietly demonstrative methods, and draws 
all its conclusions, if not directly, at least mediately, from 
axiomatic first principles which we must begin by establish- 
ing. First principles of this sort are, according to Pufendorf, 
that man, like all other beings, has selfish instincts ; but that 
insufficiency, capacity for doing harm and for doing good, in- 
dividual differences, and so on, all of which are present in him 
in a much greater degree than in the lower animals, impel him 
much more strongly than them towards society. The conditions 
of social life are determined by the laws of nature, which may 
be summed up in the formula that man must above all things 
advance the interests of society, and must therefore regard 
as forbidden whatever runs counter to them, —as obligatory 
whatever furthers them. From this formula may be deduced 
all human duties. These are to be classified according to 
their objects, and are thus naturally divided into duties to- 
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towards his subjects, by violating their rights as citizens or as 
men. Ötherwise, his political philosophy contains almost 
nothing that Grotius and Hobbes had not said already. His 
agreement with the former is specially marked in his theory 
of punishment. 

5. CiristIan THoMmas, who, like his father Jacob, is much 
better known under the Latinized name of TnoMmasıus, was 
born on Jan. ıst, 1655, not merely in the same district as the 
three thinkers we have last discussed, but in the same town as 
Leibnitz. He received from his father a sound education, and 
was also exercised by him in discussion, not, however, with- 
out being warned against any tendency to advanced specula- 
tion. As a student at Leipsic, he devoted himself chiefly to 
philosophy and the history of philosophy, with such success 
that he became a Magister as early as 1671. Hethen threw 
himself into the study of law, just as the quarrel broke out 
between Pufendorf and, the theologians, some of whom be- 
longed to Leipsic.e At Frankfort, to which he had been 
attracted by Samuel Stryck, this youth of twenty defended in 
his lectures as Privat docent the theological basıs of law. He 
was converted from this view by the pamphlets that Pufen- 
dorf published in his own defence; and consequently when, 
after a short period of travel and of practice as an advocate 
in his native town, he came forward there with lectures on 
Grotius, he brought a nest of inquisitors about his ears. To 
justify his position, he published his lectures as /nstiluliones 
jJurisprudentie divine, where he appeared as a most deter- 
mined opponent of Scholasticism, and as an independent ad- 
herent of Pufendorf, who, in contrast to the Zerseilas of good 
and evil, made the 7us Zositivum universale the basis of positive 
law. The outcry produced by this work, as well as by the pub- 
lication, in 1685, of the treatise De crimine bigamıe, in which 
he represents polygamy as prohibited merely by positive and 
not by natural law, was small compared with the sensation 
caused by the step he took in 1687. It marks an epoch in 
history. For in that year he announced a lecture in German 
upon (the Spaniard) “ Gratian, or, The Basıs of a Reasonable, 
Prudent, and Polite Life)’ and issued a prospectus in German, 
in which the French were held upas models for imitation, be- 
cause they had got rid of all pedantry, including the use of the 
Latin language. He followed this up, in 1688, by giving 
notice of his lectures in German upon Christian morality and 
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himself understood, to battle against all pedantic learning 
which has no practical use, —such became his watchword, 
and continued to be so throughout his whole life. It was 
quite characteristic of him; for, though not a man of new and 
original ideas, he was well able to alopt these from others, to 
put them in popular form, and to enhance their value for the end 
in view. lf we were to allow that the German Enlighten- 
ment had only one father, Thomasius’ claim to the title would 
certainly be a just one. In addition to his many-sided 
academic activity, he busied himself with literary work. In 
1691 appeared the /n/roduction to Rational Philosophy, 
written before he left Leipsic. This was followed in the same 
year by the Applualıon of Rational Philosophy. Similarly, 
the /ntroduction to Moral Philosophy (1692) found a sequel 
in Medicine against Irrational Love, or Application of Moral 
Phuosophy, begun in 1693, but not finished until 1696. In all 
these works he appears as the man who puts the highest value 
upon phzlosophia eclectia, who “as a free phulosophus attaches 
himself to no sect,’ and whose only aim.is to drive out pre- 
judices, to “ clear” the understanding and “set it in order.” 
When the University of Halle was formally opened, Thomasius 
was appointed second professor in the facultyoflaw. Among 
the contributors to two quarterly publications which he issued 
in succession under the same title, the Z7zstory of Wisdom and 
Folly and the Zistorıa sapıentie et stullitie, appears the name 
of Leibnitz. These show that at this time his connection 
with the Pietists was very intimate. Ihhesame thing is proved 
by his edition of Poiret's work, De erud. solid. ($ 278, 4), and 
by his Zssay on the Nature of ATind, published in 1699, where 
his theory of a universal mind betrays a decided tendency to 
mysticism. The stress he lays upon the teaching of the 
Bible, as contrasted with miere creeds, and his detestation of 
priestcraft made the orthodox always rank him with Spener. 
The latter, however, became suspicious much sooner than 
the theologians of Halle. As early as 1695, when Thomasius 
printed the dissertation of Brenneysen, De jure principum 
circa adıaphora, along with a defence against Carpzow, and 
still more after his work, De jure princıpum contra harelwos, 
Spener took offence, especially at its light and often frivolous 
tone,and warned his friends at Halle against Thomasius. Tale- 
bearing,— which could hardlyhave been avoided, since Francke 
was in the habit of getting information in regard to the lectures 
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indifferent towards the constructive method. There remains, 
therefore, nothing but the form of reasoning, of searching for 
points of view, in short, of superficial ciever play with subjects, 
such as the conversation of cultured men of the world usually 
presents. This explains his contempt for all real learning, ä 
contempt which makes him hint that unprejudiced soldiers 
and women run much less risk of mistaking what is right 
than bookworms do. It explains his insistence on the point 
that philosophical discussions should proceed in a cheerful 
and lively way, after the manner of Erasmus. And it explains 
his censure of Grotius and Pufendorf for dishiguring their 
inquiries by references, as well as his constant demand that 
philosophy should speak in the mother tongue and employ no 
pedantic terminology, since absolute intelligibility for every one 
is the only test of truth, which is really simple and easy to 
find. In short, he wishes to substitute culture for learning, 
plausibility for strict proof, the healthy human understanding 
for speculation, views which Leibnitz was constrained to call 
philosophy run wild. Again, as regards the function of the 
philosopher, he emphasizes in anti-scholastic fashion the 
absolute separation between philosophy and theology, and 
limits the former entirely to the things of this world. From 
his time we find in vogue the name Weltweiskeit (wisdom of 
the world), as opposed to Gottesgelahrtheit (knowledge of 
God). He is, however, too ignorant of the laws that govern 
the world of sense, and takes too little interest in them, for us 
to expect from him a system of physics. All the more does 
he devote his attention to the moral world and its prime 
element, man. A characteristic of his individualistic tenden- 
cies that strikes us at once, is that he lays so much stress on 
individual differences that he comes very near to making each 
particular thing a species by itsel. Hence the great signifı- 
cance he attaches to strict introspection and to knowledge of 
human character. He boasts to the Elector Frederick III., 
that he has found infallible principles on which to base the 
latter art. Neither of these, however, is an ultimate end. 
Just as in his view it is not understanding that determines 
will, but rather the reverse, so all knowledge, and therefore 
knowledge of oneself and of human nature, is to serve practical 
ends. The highest practical end is happiness, and therefore 
he defines Prllosophia practica as “ the science that teaches 
man how he is to live happily.” But he makes a point of 
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of decorum is given in: Do to others as you would that others 
should do to you; finally, the principle of morality runs as 
follows: Do to yourself as you would that others should do 
to themselves, The obligations that result from the two 
latter, are inward or imperfect. With regard to the content 
of these three parts, it should be noted that the Moral Phulo- 
sophy follows Pufendorf in distinguishing between duties 
towards God, towards oneself, and towards others ; but that it 
is much more decided than he was in assigning to philosophy 
only those duties towards God which manifest themselves 
in the fulfilment of the other two kinds. All the rest belong 
to theology as the science of the supernatural. Thus outward 
religious observances are not prescribed by the natural law of 
morality ; nor are they forbidden by it. On this depends the 
duty of toleration. There were some who looked upon the 
rule of the Church as merely a subordinate part of the worldiy 
system of government. In opposition to these, Thomasius 
develops his territorial system, according to which the State 
exercises the 75 czrca sacra only in order to preserve outward 
peace between the various religious communities. Nowhere 
did Thomasius gain more respect and renown than in his 
theory of the Jus/um, or natural law. Although he borrows 
a great deal here from his predecessors, so often referred 
to, yet he differs fronı them markediy owing to his much 
more decidediy non-theological position. Another distin- 
guishing feature is, that he Days much less attention to the 
historical element, of,which he is, to tell the truth, much more 
ignorant than they. /Wherever the positive laws of a country 
are insufficient, there he brings in natural law to supplement 
them; and thus, more than any one else, he prepared the 
way for the tendency to a prior! codification, that appeared 
soon after his day] Almost all who subsequently gave way 
to it were men who had been educated at Halle, which, 
throuch the influence of Thomasius, became the school of a 
rational and, in many instances, rationalistic philosophy of law. 
In his own case, the want of reverence for the past, that 
showed itself in his dislike of Roman law, was so far counter- 
balanced by a preference for German and provincial law that 
he shrank from over hastily throwing aside what had become 
historical. He goes so far as to utter a warning against the 
too speedy abolition of the torture, which he had himself 
stigmatized as immoral. Even his separation of law from 
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of the orthodox Protestants. At the University of Jena he 
hardly devoted so much attention to theology, to which faculty 
he nominally belonged, as to mathematics, physics, and philo- 
sophy. The latter he studied simultaneously under Heben- 
streit, a follower vi the Schoolmen, and Treuner, whose 
tendencies were anti-scholastic and Cartesian. A more impor- 
tant'influence than either of these was his acquaintance with 
the work of Tschirnhausen and afterwards with the author 
himself, as well as the diligent study of Grotius and Pufendorf. 
In 1703 he took his degree in Leipsic, after 'presenting his 
dissertation: De Phulosophia practwa universali, which first 
drew the attention of Leibnitz to him. There he delivered 
mathematical and philosophical lectures and wrought diligently 
at the Acta eruditorum until 1706, when he accepted the 
professorship of mathematics at Halle. After some years he 
began to lecture on physics as well as on mathematics, and in 
1711 he took up philosophy also. These duties he continued 
to discharge with great success, until in 1723 the notorious 
clique drove him out of Halle. Only in one point does he 
appear asa disciple of Thomasius, whose method of philosophy 
had no other interest for him,—he delivered his lectures in 
German, and in much purer German than that thinker had 
done. From 1723 to 1741 he was a professor at Marburg, 
and, as such, a subject of the King of Sweden. In 1735 he 
had been invited to return to Halle, but declined. In 1741 
he was again urged to do so, and this time he complied with 
the request. He lived there, finding-more satisfaction in his 
literary than in his academic success, until gth April, 1754,when 
he died as Chancellor of the University and Privy Councillor 
of Prussia, Vice-president of the Academy of St. Petersburg, 
and Baron of the Holy Roman Empire. The following may 
be named, in chronological order, as the most important of 
his writings :—To the period of his life in Halle belone : 
Aerometrie elemenla (1709) ; Foundations of the entire 
Mathematwal Sciences (1710); and ina Latin dress: Zlementa 
malhes. universe (2 vols., 1713-15); Reasonable Thoughts on 
the Powers of the Human Understanding, etc. (Logic), (Halle, 
1712, 8th ed., 1736); Ratıo prelecionum Wolfianarum, etc. 
(an encyclopzdic review of his system), (Halle, 1718); Reason- 
able Thoughts upon God, the World, and the Soul (Meta- 
physics), (Halle, 1719, sth ed., 1732); Reasonable Thoughts on 
£hc Conduct of Man (Moral Philosophy), (Halle, 1720) ; Aeason- 
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(sapientia secuwlaris), yet this definition excludes the limita- 
tion to the finite, which Thomasius had imposed. He 
brings everything within the sphere of the science, and ex- 
pressily mentions natural theology, philosophy of law, of art, of 
medicine, and so on, as parts of thesystem. Further, as Wolff 
always regards possibility as freedom from contradiction, this 
definition makes the law of identity the highest formal 
principle. and thus proclaims reasonableness as the chief 
characteristic of philosophy, and intelligibility as its chief 
merit. We can almost imagine it is Thomasius who is speak- 
ing, when, in the Preface to his Zogzc, he says that the principal 
defects of the philosophy of the time are the want of evidence 
resting upon definite conceptions, and the little regard paid 
to practical utility. Again, in altering the formula of Tschirn- 
hausen ($ 289, 2) so as to assert that only those sentences are 
true, the subject of which requires or determines the predicate, 
he at least comes very near to limiting philosophy entirely to 
analytical judgments, z.e., to applications of nothing but the 
law of identity. . This also explains why with Wolff the 
philosophical and the (elementary) mathematical method co- 
incide. Next, as regards logic itself, in his anxiety to get rid 
of all the rubbish of the Schoolmen, he accepts the views 
expressed by Ramus in his efforts at reform ($ 239, 3), and by 
the Port-Royal Logi ($ 268, 3); but it is chiefly the lead of 
Leibnitz and Tschirnhausen that he follows. He develops 
the opinions of the former where, in his theory of the concept, 
he adopts and completes the distinction between obscure and 
clear, confused and distinct conceptions ; what he says in the 
same place as to its being characteristic of. dehnitions to 
explain the origin of the thing defined, is directly borrowed 
from Tschirnhausen. On the other hand, ıt was Leibnitz who 
rescued him from the contempt for the syllogism with which 
Tschirghausen had inspired him. Up to the last, however, 
he regards only the conclusions of the First Figure as per- 
fect ; and accordingly, in his short German outline of logic, he 
discusses them alone, although in his more elaborate Latin 
work he shows how the two other Figures can be reduced to 
the First. The first, or theoretical, part of logic is not nearly 
so elaborately treated of as the second, or practical, part, which 
gives a detailed account of the criterion of truth, the d 

of certainty, opinion, belief, and knowledge, the distinction 
between @ Zosteriort and a friori knowledge—words which, 
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hypothetice. In his detailed investigations into quantity and 
measure, he gives the outlines of a philosophy of mathematics 
(especially arıthmetic), and he then proceeds to take up quality. 
Finally, he explains the conceptions of order, truth, and per- 
fection, keeping in view the Scholastic maxims—omne ens 
est unum verum el bonum ; and perfection is made to consist 
in the unity of the manifold, agreement in difference. The 
second part deals with the various kinds of existences. These 
are either simple or complex. To the latter, with the consi- 
deration of which Wolff begins, must be attributed extension, 
time, space, motion, form, origin from something else, transi- 
tion into something else, and so on. But none of these can 
be applied to simple existences, which are really all that is 
of the nature of substance, since the whole of those predi- 
cates properly denote only what is accidental. Wolff is quite 
at one with Leibnitz in holding that these simple existences 
are really unities or monads, that they are metaphysical points, 
since they are not divisible even in thought, that they neither 
come into existence nor perish, that there are not two of them 
exactly alike, and so on. He further agrees with Leibnitz 
in maintaining that their essential nature is power and limited 
power. There ıs, however, one important difference. At 
first he left the matter doubtful, but subsequently he denied 
emphatically that this power is a power of perception. Ac- 
cordingly, while Leibnitz is so fond of calling his monads 
souls, or at least beings of the nature of souls, Wolff prefers 
to apply to them the expression afomı nalura@. 

5. Ontology, according to Wolff, should be followed by 
general (or transcendental) Coswzology, the basis of physics. 
This ought to begin by examining the origin and the qualities 
of all the elements of the world. By a world is to be under- 
stood a connection or association of finite things, and by this 
(or the visible) world the association of finite things actually 
in existence. Since in this all changes in the things are 
effected by means of motion, the world is a machine, and may 
aptly be compared to the works of a clock in which, granted 
its present construction, everything is (hypothetically) neces- 
sary. Thus the slıightest alteration in the established con- 
nection would substitute a new world in place of the old one. 
(Hence too every miracle requires a second miracle, the mira- 
culum restitutionis, by which the hand of the clock, which has 
been moved forward, is put back again to its place.) The 
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2.e., from connection and motion, it never gets beyond c07d2s- 
cula of a higher order, and never penetrates to the primitive 
atoms. In general, however, it is still unable to give a 
mechanical explanation at all, and has to be content with 
“ physical” explanations that take as their starting-point 
certain masses (like water, air, fire, heat, and so on), our con- 
fused apprehension of which is proved by the fact that we 
think of them as completely homogeneous, whereas they are 
without doubt composed of a great variety of corpuscula. 
Finally, in the third place, besides mechanical and physical 
explanations, there are teleological explanations. These are 
not, as physical explanations were, a mere make-shift. Every- 
thing, at least if it is to be completely explained, must be 
considered, on the one hand, according to the causes that 
actually produce it ; on the other, according to the end it serves. 
This point of view Leibnitz had already indicated, and it was 
elaborated by Wolff particularly in his Reasonadle Thoughts on 
the Purposes, etc. The two ways of lookingat a thing are not 
really contradictory, for if God has foreseen that this :or that 
follows from the nature of things, and has yet created them, 
those consequences are just God’s purposes. The teleological 
point of view is specially prominent in his examination of 
what is organic, in the definition of which ontology had already 
included the idea ofan end. This may account for the fact that 
teleology is often ranked along with cosmology and physics as 
athird division of natural science. In the treatise, On the Use 
of the Parts, etc., Wolff does not take a single step without 
inquiring what the purpose of a thing is. The answer gener- 
ally points to the use it has for man. Even the brilliancy of 
the stars he believes to be given them that they may serve 
as a light for mankind in the night time. 

6. The name Psychology, which Wolff applies to the third 
part of his metaphysical system, occurs as early as Goclenius 
and his pupil Cosmann ; but to such an extent had it fallen 
out of use that it almost looks as if he considered himself 
the inventor of the term. As in natural science, so here too 
he has put the empirical treatment of the subject before 
the dogmatic (“rational”); but the parallelism between the 
titles is not the only thing to show that the two should be 
taken together in any account given of the system, Wolff 
did not, like Leibnitz, conceive of all simple substances as 
perceptive, and therefore he had to combine for himself the 
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attention to the association of ideas, and makes an effort to 
reduce this to a small number of definite laws. With regard 
to the Zractical relation, the vzs afpetitiva, the most important 
point is the complete dependence of will upon knowledge, a 
dependence that possibly required to be emphasized all the 
more strongly since Thomasius had given currency to the 
opposite view. He holds as fiırmly as did Leibnitz, that what 
is seen t0 be a good must necessarily be desired ; but by a 
good we are to understand what makes our condition more 
perfect, by an evil the contrary. The form of will that is 
determined by the lower faculty of knowledge, z.e.,by obscure 
and confused perceptions, is the lower or sensual will, which, 
when it rises to a certain pitch, produces passion ; that which 
follows the higher faculty, is will properly so called. Thus, 
although there is no @eguulibrium arbıtri, yet man is free, 
for he chooses what pleases himself. What Wolff says fur- 
ther in his Psychology in regard to the immortality of the 
soul, as distinguished from mere imperishableness, in regard 
to the previous existence of the individual in the spermatozoa, 
\and so on, is all taken from Leibnitz. 

7. In the last part of his Metaphysics, the Nafural Theo- 
logy,—so called to distinguish it from positive theology, which 
rests upon supernatural revelation,— Wolff appears as merely 
a commentator, and often a slavish commentator, on what 
Leibnitz had said in the 7%eodice. The proofs of the exist- 
ence of God, which in both ınstances are first discussed, are 
reduced to the a Zosterior:, and the a friori argument. The 
former reasons from the contingent character of our own (and 
the world’s) existence to a really independent being, z.e., one 
which exists a se As the nerve of the argument lics in the fact 
that contingency, as ad alıo esse, points to something beyond 
itself, Wolff is willing to admit the validity of the teleological 
argument, only on condition that we reason from the coxZıngent 
order of the world to One who has so ordered ıt. That to 
which we are led by reasoning a contingentia mundı, must con- 
tain emiinenter everything that what we started with contains in 
actual reality, but not what is the work of the imagination, or 
phenomenal. Thus it is free from all limits and from finitude, 
and is absolutely perfect. This argument, which begins with 
existence and ends with the Being of perfect nature, is treated 
of in the first part of his Matura Theology. The second part 
presents us with an argument @2rzorz, which pursues a parallel 
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Leibnitz, Wolff approaches much nearer to the consistent 
rationalism of latertimes. In regard to mere outward ritual,on 
the other hand, Leibnitz appears as much the more heterodox. 

8. Wolff shows himself much more independent of Leibnitz 
in that branch of the subject with which he was occupied 
before he made the latter's acquaintance, namely Practia? 
Phuosophy. This is developed in outline in his German 
writings on moral and political philosophy ; but he goes into 
it much more fully in his Latin workson PAzlos. pract. univer- 
salıs, Jus nature, Jus gentium, Philos. moralis. From these 
we see that just as Leibnitz’s views had corresponded on the 
ıdealistic side to the materialistic teachings of the Sceptics 
($ 277), the Mystics ($ 278), Locke ($ 280), and indeed almost 
of Condillac ($ 283, 3, 4), so Wolff ıs the direct antagonist of 
the English ethical systems ($ 281), of Mandeville, and to a 
certain extent of Helvetius ($ 284). Wolff, as opposed to these 
thinkers, makes the reason alone the Zrinciprum cognoscendi 
in the case of all rules for the direction of our will—rules which 
he is fond of comparing with the logical ones that regulate our 
thought. So far does he carry this rationalism, that, in con- 
trast to Pufendorf, he adopts the formula of Grotius, to the 
effect that these rules would be valid, even if there were no 
God. The good is good, not through the will of God, but 
“byand in itself” ; and therefore it is binding even upon 
atheists, as is proved by the example of the Chinese. Again, 
he does not represent as the end of action a happiness that is 
more or less tinged with sensuality. He lays down as the 
supreme law : “ Seek ever to advance towards greater perfec- 
tion” ; and he defines the perfection of an action, in a purely 
logical fashion, as conformity, not merely with the nature of the 
person who acts, but also in a very special degree with the 
consequences to wlıich it leads. (Extravagance, which results 
in impoverishment, drunkenness, whose end is discomfort, and 
so on, are instances of imperfection.) Where he speaks of 
happiness, he regards it more as a supplement of perfection, 
and makes it consist in the approval of conscience, z.e., of 
reason. Accordingly, he makes the deatıludo phulosophica, or 
the chief good, consist in steady progress towards greater per- 
fection. For this very reason he has no objection to others 
finding the basis of all duties in the happiness to which their 
fulfilment leads, provided only that they do not forget that this 
is not the ultimate basis. (This exactly corresponds to his atti- 
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cipations of what is discussed in the PAzlosophra moralıs.: Nor. 
does Wolff assign a more decided position to the Jus zalure 
in the casual remarks he makes as to its relation to other parts 
of his doctrine. For example, he says that the PAzbos. pract. 
universalis contains the principles of the Jus zafure ; and again, 
that the PAzlosophia moralıs presupposes the Jus nature, 
exactly as tlıe latter presupposes the PAzlos. pract. unıvers. 
From this we should conclude that the /zs zalurz contains, 
the general principles of the PAuosophia moralis. But it is 
quite at variance with any such relation between them, that in 
the second part of the Js zafure, which treats of property and 
its acquisition ; in the third, which treats of the transference of - 
property ; in the fourth and fıfth, which treat of contracts; in. 
short, in his whole theory of acquired rights, a large number 
of entirely distinet inquiries occur, of which no use at all ıs. 
mäde in the subsequent treatise on moral philosophy. The 
explanation of this inconsistency lies in the fact that Wolff, 
while he lays great stress on. the distinction between odlıgatio 
externa and ınterna, hand in hand with which goes the classi- 
fication of odlıgaliones et Jura as either Perfecta or ımperfecta, 
1.e., as capable or not capable of being enforced, does not keep 
thetwo even so far apart as Thomasius did, not to speak of his 
drawing such a line between morality and legality as was 
„rawn at a later period by Kant. Exactly as the Justus and 
honestum are confused, so the decorum, which Thomasius 
distinguished from them, is often confused with both. This 
’accounts for purely moral motives, and even zsthetical con-. 
sıderations, being mixed up with strictly legal inquiries, a form 
„of confusion which, with its converse, is very frequent in Wolff, 
and which naturally renders unavoidable the many repetitions 
that add so much to the bulk of his writings on practical philo- 
sophy. Where elaborate inquiries are set on foot to discover 
whether it is contrary to the 7#s zalurz to make a loud 
smacking noise while eating, we must be prepared for thick 
_quarto volumes. And again, as duties towards oneself include 
the right use of the reason, and therefore correct definition, 
judgment, and reasoning, the whole of .logic is included in 
moral philosophy, a proceeding which of course vastly enlarges 
the compass of the latter. His treatment of the subject would 
have been shorter, and at the same time clearer, if he had 
confined himself to the rules for the guidance of the will, 
maintaining strictly, as he is always endeavouring to do, the 
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for mutual support and security, there arises the “ common- 
wealth,” or the State, the well-being, peace, and security of 
which are the highest end which those who live in it can 
pursue. Politwal philosophy teaches us how these are to be 
maintained. By the well-being of the whole is to be under- 
stood the sum-total of the perfection of the individual citizens; 
as this was seen to be identical with happiness, the perfection 
of acommunity increases with the happiness of its members. 
Wolff thus stands ın an antagonism to Pufendorf, of which 
he himself is fully conscious. For Pufendorf deduces even 
duties towards oneself from the social principle, while here a 
iametrically opposite course is pursued. The ultimate ground. 
£ the social contract is, that without it the individual cannot 
ttain to the highest perfection (c/. /us nat. vii., p. 143). As 
by this contract, which concedes to the whole the right 
of exercising compulsion upon individuals, the aggregate 
of individuals (the people) makes itself into a State, the 
supreme power originally rests with the.people ; according as 
it retains this in its own hands, or surrenders it to definite 
instruments, there arıse the three pure, as well as the mixed 
Aristotelian forms of government ; and these varieties are 
further increased owing to the fact that the sovereign power 
may be limited or unlimited, and that it may be surrendered 
temporarily or in perpetuity. Everywhere the well-being of 
‚the State continues to be the supreme law. On the one side, 
rit forms the sole check upon the power of the sovereign ; upon 
the other, it rises above all the fundamental laws of a State. 
That is, where there are such laws.) Before the well-being of 
the whole, individual rights too must retire into the back- 
‚ground ; and where Wolff goes into detail, the bureaucratic 
character of his system of government becomes at once very 
apparent. The sovereign power has to see that the various 
callings in life stand in a fitting numerical relation to each 
other ; and it has the superintendence of schools, churches, 
and places of public amusement, which are classed together 
as means of attaining moral perfection. It controls penal 
jJurisdiction, a point in regard to which Wolff has the credit 
of having drawn attention to the difference between chastise- 
ment, which tends to improvement, and punishment, which is 
merely deterrent. (In regard to the torture, which he never 
quite rejected, his later writings propose many more limitations 
than his earlier ones. Capital punishment he looks upon as 
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companion in suffering when he was driven from Halle, Lupwiıs 
PnıLıpp Tuünsıc (1697-1728), whose chief work, /ustifutiones 
Philosophie Wolfiane (Frankf. and Leips., 1725-26, 2 vols.), 
has been frequently reprinted. By the conciseness of its form 
it contributed at least as much as did the writings of the master 
to the spread of Wolff’s philosophy in Germany, all the more 
so that the latter used to appeal to it as a perfectly accurate 
account of his theories, while its effect abroad was increased 
by the excellence of its Latinity. In addition to this, Thümmig 
wrote a great number of small treatises, one of which, Demon- 
stratio immortalılatıs anıma ex intima ejus natura deducta 
(Halle, 1721), made a sort of sensation, although it failed to 
accomplish Thümmig’s immediate purpose of establishing the 
distinction between immortality and mere imperishableness, as 
well as of representing the soul as incorporeal,—an idea at vari- 
ance with the views of Leibnitz. This, with many other similar 
essays, is included in Meletemata varıi et rarıorıs argumenti 
(Brunsw. and Leips., 1727), which Thümmig published shortly 
before his death. —GEorRG BERNHARD BILFINGER (Jan. 23rd, 
1693, to Feb. ı8th, 1750) was another man of whom Wolff 
declared that he had thoroughly comprehended the meaning of 
his system, although the name of “ Leibnitzo-Woltfian ” philo- 
sophy, which he introduced, was not satisfactory. Among 
the very miscellaneous writings which he published in Latin, 
partly at Tübingen, partly at St. Petersburg, and partly again 
at Tübingen, must be mentioned: De karmonia anıma et 
corporis humanı maxıime prestabilia ex mente \Ulustris 
Leibnitil commentatio hypothetwa (Frankf., 1723); De .orıgıne 
et permissione malı (1724); but especially, Dz/ucidationes Phulo- 
sophice de Deo, anıma humana, mundo et generalibus rerum 
affectionibus (übing., 1725, 4to) (very often reprinted after- 
wards). The last-mentioned was regarded for a long time in 
Germany and abroad as the best text-book of Wolffian meta- 
‚physics. The friendly reception it met with was due in some 
“ measure to the circumstance that the author was honestly 
pious, and was familiar with scholastic theology, so that he 
was able skilfully to face the misgivings suggested by theology, 
and to set then at rest. \Where he differs from Wolff, it is to 
come into closer agreement with Leibnitz, A case in point ıs 
the name “monad.” Here, however, he does not go sofar as 
to make all monads percipient beings, a position he had taken 
up. in his first work. On the other hand, he proposes: to 
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nullis ad pocma pertinentibus (Halle, 1735, 4to). He lectured 
on all parts of philosophy, at first following Wolff and Bilfinger 
and afterwards his own notes, which were the groundwork of 
his Metaphysica (Halle, 1739). His other writings, too, were 
notes for his academic lectures. Amongst these are Zikwa 
philosophica (Halle, 1740); -Zsthetiwa (Frankf.-on-the-Oder, 
1750 and 1758, 2 vols.); Acroasıs logua ın Christianum Wolf. 
dictabat A. G. B. (Halle, 1761); /nıtia philosophie pracdue 
frime (1760). Of the same character are the following, pub- 
lished after his death, Sciapraphıa encyclopedie philosophie 
(Halle, 1769); PAulosophia generalis (Halle, 1769); Ditata 
juris natura, etc. Baumgarten completed. the work that Wolff 
had done so much to accomplish, for his encyclopzedic review of 
he sciences goes into much greater detail than Wolff’s did. 
‚ f Heactually makes ceremony and expression the subject-matter 
\ of two sciences, —Prepologia and Zmphaseologia,—and includes 
practically everything within the sphere of his observations. 
Further, he follows up the track which Wolff had begun to lay 
down, by adhering even more firmly than the latter did to an 
exact terminology. As in doing so he often modifies the 
phraseology of the Schoolmen, and as Kant, who for a long 
time lectured from his compendia, adopted these improvements 
and transmitted them to us, it has come to pass that many 
changes in the earlier terminology (for example, the current 
signification of “ subjective” and “ objective,” which is exactly 
the opposite of the meaning they had in the Middle Ages) are 
attributed to Kant, although Baumgarten either first adopted 
them or first made them stereotyped. (An instance is the 
usage which Leibnitz and Wolff attempted to introduce,— 
the latter with success —according to which, “to have a Zrzor: 
knowledge of,” means, not as it used to do, “to derive from 
its cause,” but ‘to derive from the reason.”) For the intro- 
duction and naturalization of German terms, too, Baumgarten 
is chiefly responsible, in spite of the fact that his compendıa 
are in Latin. For as his notes, some of them on their very 
first appearance, others when they were republished, gave 
under the separate paragraphs a German rendering of the 
technical expressions employed in the text, he perpetuated 
such of Wolff’s translations as he adopted ; in points where 
they differed, Baumgarten succeeded in supplanting Wolff’e 
expression, even when it was as good as his own, and there- 
fore much more so when he had finer linguistic acumen and 
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show how beautiful thoughts were to be discovered, the 
second how they were to be arranged, and the third how they 
were to ’be communicated to others. This division agrees 
exactly ‚with that given in the Meditationes. Baumgarten has 
only discussed the first of these three The other two, as 
well as the whole of the special or Zractial part, remained 
untouched. Even in his dissertation, which contains the out- 
lines of his ssthetics, just as in his other writings, he shows 
that our critical faculty (/acullas dijudicand:) puts us in a 
position to perceive perfection, z.e., agreement in difference. If 
we do so with perfect distinctness, our judgment is intellectual; 
but if it rests upon a perception that is (though clear) con- 
fused, it is a judgment of taste. The former decides whether 
a thing is good or true, the latter whether a thing is deautifad. 
Thus, what appears perfect is beautiful, beauty is Zerfectio 
phenomenon (Met., S 662). As the purpose of the science 
of discovery is to give an account of the origin of the beauti- 
ful, it naturally begins with an enumeration of the subjective 
conditions under which a beautiful work of art comes into 
existence. Accordingly, he here explains the conceptions of 
innate genius, practice, inspiration, etc., and attempts to give 
what he himself conceives of as a logic of the creative power 
of imagination. In divisions and subdivisions, which are 
made for the most: part on the principle of dichotomy, and in 
the course of which six different alphabets are exhausted, the 
conceptions of zsthetical philosophy are discussed in a fashion 
which, as he is always either quoting the precepts of older 
teachers, Cicero, Horace, Quintilian, Longinus, etc., or citing 
passages from the ancient poets, early brought upon him the 
reproach of having allowed his interest in poetry to make him 
forget all the other arts. (This is not so much the case in his 
dissertation. Many of those marks of the poetical, which he 
speaks of there, are expressiy said to apply also to works of 
"formative art.) Of the three points which he mentions as 
indispensable to the beautiful—completeness, grandeur, truth 
— the second gives him an occasion for going very fully into a 
discussion of the sublime. At the same time, he takes up the 
dignihed in representation, which, as personal or subjective 
grandeur, contrasts with and corresponds to material or objec- 
tive grandeur. These are followed by his inquirles into inter- 
nal (poetic) truth, and then comes (in the second volume) his 
examination.of lucidity. ‚Here a good deal is introduced that 
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theology, from the conception of the all-perfect being he 
concludes that it can contain no negation, and that therefore 
its realities never form a contradiction, so that the most real 
being of all is possible; it follows that it excludes non-exist- 
ence, as a negation, and therefore is God actually. After 
pointing out that no predicate belongs zxzvoce to God and to 
finite things, he proceeds to speak of the essential attributes 
of God, and to examine Hıs understanding, His will, creation, 
providence, and, lastly, revelation. In all this he does not 
differ in any essential points from Leibnitz and Wolff. Baum- 
garten holds that PAyszcs should come after metaphysics, and 
after all the parts of this, not as with Wolff—at least, in fact— 
after cosmology, since teleology, which forms an essential part 
of physics, presupposes natural theology. He has not given 
us any works dealing with physical subjects. On the other 
hand, the attention he devoted to Practical Philosophy is shown 
by his treatise on General Practical Philosophy, already re- 
ferred to, and by that upon Z/Azes, which forms the sequel to it. 
Between the two he inserted in his lectures a discussion of 
‚naturallaw. In the Zik:cs, he treats of our duties towards God, 
:towards ourselves, and towards everything else. The last vague 
:phrase is chosen because we have duties also towards beings 
.' above us and beneath us. He insists upon the necessity for 
_philanthropy, and its expression, the spread of knowledge, that 
‚through this illumination (z//umınatio) the state of darkness 
\may give place to that of light. 
ı1. One of Baumgarten’s oldest pupils was his subsequent 
biographer, GEORG FRIEDRICH MEIER (29th March, 1718, to 2 st 
June, 1777), who was a professor at Halle and a very prolific 
writer. Of his more elaborate works we shall here mention 
only: Proof of Pre-established Harmony, 1743; Thougkts on 
the State of the Soul after Death, 1746 ; Defence of the same, 
1748; Proof that the Human Soul lives for ever, 1751; Defence 
of thıs Proof, 1753; Second defence of the same, 1753; First 
Principlesof allthe Fine Arts and Sciences, 3 pts., 1748 (repro- 
duces the teaching of Baumgarten in his lectures at Halle) ; 
Philosophical Ethws, 5 pts., 1753-61; Doctrine of Reason, 
1752; Extract from the same, 1752; Metaphysics, 4 vols., 1755- 
59; Theoretical Doctrine of the Emotions, 1759; Philosophical 
Considerations on the Christian Religion, 5 pts., 1761-67; 
Investigation of various Matters in Philosophy, 4, pts., 1768-71; 
Doctrine of the Natural Social Rıghts and Dutis of Man, 
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stages, the highest, and even the lowest, showing degrees of 
reason, and being perhaps the germs of future human souls. 
Still more opposition was roused by his openly admitting that, 
while it was perhaps possible to prove from the principles of 
philosophy the imperishableness of the human soul, no such 
proof was possible with regard to personal immortality. He 
pointed out indeed that it was still more impossible to prove 
the negative of this; but that concession did not satisfy his 
readers, and a host of attacks compelled him to modify the 
view he had expressed. There are two things which Meier 


‚especially aims at in all his inquiries—that his teachings should 


be intelligible, and that they should be practically useful. In 
his Oz2ology, which otherwise contains but little that is remark- 
able, he even attempts to avoid as unpractical the question 
whether the elements of all things are monads. (Perhaps 'he 
was himself permanently influenced by the lectures which, at 
the request of Frederick the Great, be delivered upon Locke's 


"Essay.) This explains too his attitude in his Cosmology. 


There, after defining the world as the sum of all finite 
things —which is itself finite and therefore limited by space 
and time, and in which strict connection and therefore hypo- 
thetical necessity, but not fatalism, is supreme,—he refuses 
positively to decide between the materialist who makes every- 
thing consist of things of complex nature, and the follower of 
Leibnitz. “ Neither natural, nor practical, nor economical, nor 
political philosophy suffers by one's being a materialist in 
cosmology.” Without coming to any decision on this point, 
it is always possible to distinguish dormant substances from 
those which can perceive sensations, and these again from 
conscious spirits. In the world, spirits form the kingdom of 
grace, or the moral world, in which oxe must be assumed as. 
supreme. Whether that one is to be found among men, we 
do not know. Theologians perhaps see it in Christ, as others 
have seen it in an apxaios of the earth or soul of the world. 
Just as, to confute the materialists, it must be proved that 
there are simple substances, so, in order to combat the idealist, 
it must be shown that besides spirits there are also dormant 
substances. Leibnitz attempts to do this; and for that very 
reason he cannot be called an idealist. For the rest, it is not 
necessaryto come to anydecision at all in regard to the idealists; 
for, as they themselves admit that there are phenomena which 
are called bodies, physical philosophy is no way affected by 
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the memory. He then discusses the faculty of composition, 
foresight, and foreknowledge, and finally the faculty of judg- 
ment, the latter of which enables us to decide what is perfect, 
whether it be unaccompanied by distinct knowledge (judgment 
of taste), or accompanied by it (judgment of reason). Passing 
now to the higher faculties of knowledge, he says that through 
the union of several clear perceptions there arises a distinct 
perception, which is the object of the understanding, so that 
the activity of the latter is to be regarded as conceiving. If 
its concepts are absolutely free from indistinctness, it is pure 
understanding, z.e., understanding cleared of all that is sensuous. 
Understanding, however, is inferior to reason, the faculty 
of recognising the connection of perceptions and things per- 
ceived. This naturally employs the form of the syllogism, 
as the understanding does that of the concept. The par- 
ticular proportion of the various faculties of knowledge 
gives the particular cast of a man’s mind, or what we are 
accustomed to call his head, just as the proportion of the 
varıous forms of the faculty of desire produce a man's 
disposition or his heart. To proceed, the faculty of desire 
is determined by perceptions, although we are not always 
conscious of these. If the determining perceptions are in- 
distinct, we have the lower or sensuous form of willing ; if 
they are distinct, we have the rational form, or will properly 
so called. T’his would be pure, if the desire and the re- 
pugnance were absolutely free from sensuous motives. It is 
not caprice alone that makes the will free, but the fact that 
through caprice it allows itself to be determined by rational 
motives. The rational form of willing makes for perfection, 
and the end of all action is therefore bliss or the pleasure in 
perfection attained. The end of sensuous desire is well-being. 
If the two are united, the result is the highest good, happiness 
(Glückseligkeit), in which well-being (Glück) and bliss (Sesg- 
keit) arecombined. In psychology, too, Meier declines to come 
to any decision as to whether the soul has a complex nature, 
whether it exercises an influence on the body or is merely in 
harmony with it, and so on. This is said to be of no practical 
interest, because it has no bearing upon human happiness. 
The immortality of a complex nature is not inconceivable, 
that of a simple one is not necessary. Natural theology, as 
the last part of metaphysics, begins by examining the idea of 
God, and then takes up His dealings with men. Both the 
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as a colleague of Thomasius, and while in this position he 
published his Zimenta philosophie practice (Halle, 1697), 
and his /nstilutiones philosophie eclectice (Halle, 1705). Sub- 
sequently he drifted more coınpletely over to the camp of 
Wolff’s opponents than he himself wished todo. Heexercised 
an important influence on the history of philosophy, inasmuch 
as J. Jac. Brucker received from him the first impulse towards 
the composition of his learned work (vzd. $ 13, Note 3).— 
Much more important than Buddeus from a philosophical 
point of view was ANDREAS RÜDIGER, who was born in 1673 
at Rochlitz, and who, at Halle, came specially under the 
influence of Thomasius. After studying theology, jurispru 
dence, and medicine, he worked alternately at Halle and at 
Leipsic, as a physician and a professor of philosophy, till his 
death in 1731. His Disputatio de eo guod omnes ıdee 
oriantur a sensione (Lips., 1704) was followed by his PA2lo- 
sophica synthetwa, etc. (Lips., 1707), (afterwards published 
as: /nstitutiones eruditionis, Lips., 1711), then by his PAysıca 
divina, etc. (Frankfort-on-the-Main, 1716, 4to), and lastly by 
Philosophia pragmatica (Lips., 1723). It is only in the last- 
mentioned work and in his treatise: CAr. Wolff’s Views, 
etc., which appeared in 1727, that his polemic is directed 
against Wolff himself; in his earlier writings it is rather the 
elements out of which Wolff formed his system, his pre- 
decessors, that Rüdiger attacks. Thus he denounces the 
mathematical method, which had become supreme in philo- 
sophy since Descartes and Tschirnhausen. As mathematics 
has to do with the possible, philosophy with the actual, we 
should ieave the analytical method to the former ; philosophy 
should proceed synthetically and be grounded upon experience. 
For this reason we must always begin with the teachings of 
sense, both the outward sense by which we perceive bodily 
affections and the inward sense by which we perceive psychical 
activities. From thence we must proceed to definitions, 
axioms, and proofs. Philosophy is not something supernatural, 
nor something spontaneous; it must be pursued by a regular 
path. It is a knowledge of truth in matters of fact; and as 
nature is a fact of this kind, and further, as the Author of 
nature has, as a matter of fact, given us certain inviolable laws 
as well as certain pieces of advice, philosophy falls into three 
parts, which treat respectively of Saprentia, of Justitia, and 
of Prudentia. By Sapientia must be understood a knowledge 
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tuted for metaphysics its least important subdivision, ontology. 
Metaphysics teaches us why we have to fear God, to love and 
to obey Him. Next comes natural law, the principle of which 
is likewise obedience to God, that is, in regara to the regula- 
tions He has laid down for our conduct towards others. By 
the gift of language He shows us that we are intended for life 
as members of society, from which we can deduce not merely, 
as Pufendorf did, the oficıa necessitatis (duties of obligation) 
but also the ofhcia commodılatıs (duties of affection). The 
third part deals with Prudentia, that is, the conduct which 
aims at the highest good or the highest practical advantage. 
We are compelled to seek this, not so much by the law of 
God as by an innate tendency of our nature. As among the 
three blessings of health, truth, and virtue, the highest place 
belongs to the last-mentioned ; medicine and logic, which would 
require to be included in any elaborate treatment of the 
subject, may be passed over, and discussion confined to ethics 
as the most important part of the whole. Here a very great 
affınity with Thomasius is apparent. It shows itself not 
merely in the theory of the affections and the reduction of 
these to three, the combinations of which produce the chief 
vices, in his exhortation to peace of mind, etc., but also in the 
fact that he lays so much stress upon the laws of ceremony, 
and that the treatise of the Spaniard Gratian, which had 
become known through Amelot de la Houssaye’s translation, 
serves to a great extent as a guide, as being the best com- 
pendium of practical wisdom. 

13. CHRISTIAN ÄDOLF Crusıus, born, in 1712, at Leuna, in 
Merseburg, and who died in 1776 as Senior of the theologi- 
cal faculty and professor of philosophy at Leipsic, was partly 
won over to the views we have been describing, not directly, 
but through the influence of one of Rüdiger's pupils, Adolf 
Friedrich Hoffmann, the author of a Doctrine of Reason, 
which enjoyed a high reputation in its day. Crusius exercised 
a great though transient influence; for in theology his followers, 
as the advocates of a mystic and apocalyptic system of exegesis, 
were opposed to the adherents of Ernesti, and in philosophy 
to the adherents of Wolff. Amongst them was his ..ıthusiastic 
disciple, Justin Elias Wüstemann, who in his /niroduction 
to the System of Dr. Crusius, Wittenberg, 1757, has given 
an abridged review of his master’s philosophical system. Of 
Crusius’ own writings, the first that call for mention are his 
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the principium contradiction:s ; then come the Princıpium 
inseparabilium and the principium inconjungibilium. From 
these may be deduced further laws, amongst others the law 
of suffhicient reason, according to which everything which is 
now, and before was not, has a cause, (which possibly contains 
more, and has further capacities). Instead of this very limited 
principle, Leibnitz and Wolff are said to have set up their 
principium vationis suficient:s, which should properly be 
called principium rationis delerminantis, and in this way to 
have reached the fatalism that mars so seriously Leibnitz's 
theory of the best possible world. Lastly, from these princi- 
ples there results a fifth, the law of contingency, according to 
which everything that can be conceived of as non-existent, 
must at one time have had no existence. Crusius divides 
Metaphysics into the same four parts that Wolff did, except 
that empirical psychology no longer finds a place in it. It is 
important to note, that in his Ozfology existence is defined as 
being anywhere and at any time, and that from this he con- 
cludes that there is nothing which is not limited in its existence 
by time and space. Even God is no exception to this rule; 
time and space accordingly are abstractions which the intellect 
must distinguish in existence. After ontology, Crusius states 
his views on Nalural Theology, the most important point of 
which is the refutation of the ontological argument, on the 
ground that it commits a fallacy owing to a confusion between 
“to exist” and “to be conceived of as existing.” DBesides, 
the law of sufficient reason and the law of contingency are 
said to furnish sufficient data for proving the existence of 
God, not to mention the proofs that rest upon grounds of 
probability. The qualities of God are then discussed in great 
detail, as well as His actions, both those that are “ imma- 
nent,” or necessary, and those that are “ transient,” or free; 
the distinction between ereation and preservation, the idea of 
government, and miracles, are the most important of the other 
points dealt with here. After natural theology, Crusius takes 
up Cosmology as the “theory of the necessary nature of a 
world, and what can be apprehended from this @ Jriori,” while 
physics has only to do with the present world and its con- 
tingent nature. By “ world” we must understand such a 
system of finite and really connected things as is not itself ın 
turn contained in some other system of which it is a part. 
I’rom this it follows that the world is unique. Further, as it is 
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tion, that which demands union with what is perfect, and that 
which is supplied by conscience. Next follows an investiga- 
tion into animal impulses. As regards the Moral System 
proper, of which “thelematology ” is the groundwork, it is 
divided according to Crusius into ethics, moral theology, 
natural law, and practical wisdom. In the three first parts 
unconditioned obligations are treated of, in the last those 
that are conditioned. The supreme law is said to be: “ Out 
of obedience to the command of thy Creator, as thy natural 
and necessary superior, do all which is in accordance with per- 
fection.” Obedience, therefore, is always defined as the formal 
aspect, and perfection as the material aspect of virtue, In 
dealing with the supreme purpose of the world, Crusius comes 
again upon the question of immortality. In addition to other 
moral proofs, he introduces the one already employed by Plato 
(vid. $ 79, 7) and Cicero, and afterwards adopted by Kant, to 
the effect that the contradiction between merit and happiness 
in this world is a guarantee of immortality. Here, too, he 
repeats, that from the nature of the soul we can draw no con- 
clusions as to its immortality, inasmuch as at one time it 
had no existence and its life therefore is contingent. Incor- 
ruptibility is not immortality. As a matter of fact, the contents 
of the three first parts of practical philosophy coincide with 
duties towards oneself, towards God, and towards one's neigh- 
bour. For, although, properly speaking, all duties are, accord- 
ing to the fundamental principle already laid down, duties to- 
wards God, still there are some duties toward God which are so 
directlyand ina special degree. These include amongst others 
rational faith. In his discussion on practical wisdom he treats 
not only of all that concerns ceremony, but also of the proper 
way to govern a State (political philosophy), while obligation 
towards authority is treated of under the head of natural law. 

14. JOACHIM GEORG DARJES was first an adherent and then 
an opponent of Wolfl’s. He was led to take up the former 
position through the influence of Carpov at Jena; but when 
he gave up the study of theology, he also gave up the philo- 
sophy of Wolff, or at least the strict form of it. His lectures 
at Jena, which in a very special degree looked at things from 
a practical point of view, and dealt with practical philosphy, 
natural law, and political philosophy, were frequented by 
fabulous numbers of people. Accordingly, when, after Baum- 
garten's death, the University of Frankfort looked about for 
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is not to be measured by the work done in the way of com- 
pleting his system ($ 289, ı),. It takes a more important step 
where it does not merely fill up the gaps which he had left, 
but also improves and fundamentally Zrazsforms what he 
and his disciples had accomplished, by avoiding the want of 
thoroughness that characterizes their views. If the philo- 
sopher beyond whom an advance of this kind is made were, 
like Descartes, one who disregarded all that had been done 
before his day, and built up his system as if his were the first 
attempt of the kind, the only way in which philosophy could 
progress, would be by starting from what he had said ; and 
the necessary condition of such progress would be an accurate 
acquaintance with his views. It is otherwise in the case of a 
system like that of Leibnitz (vd. 288, 1). He deduces results 
from the teaching of Descartes, and results the opposite of 
those which Spinoza and Locke deduced ; and thus it is pos- 
sible even for thinkers who take no notice of him at all, to 
advance beyond him along the lines which he laid down. This 
they can do by drawing anti-pantheistic and anti-realistic con- 
clusions from the common premisses, just as he did, but with 
greater energy. It must, however, be admitted, that it is the 
greater one-sidedness of such philosophies, as compared with 
the comprehensive magnitude of Leibnitz’s system, which 
entitles them to the more advanced position. Just as, under 
certain circumstances, the half is more than the whole, so 
there are times which require one-sidedness. The point on 
which Leibnitz and his school were undecided,—and decis- 
ion is always one-sided,—was his theory of corporeal things. 
Since he conceives of these as extıa semimentalıa, or as Pheno- 
mena bene fundata, the word sem! and the notion of a real 
foundation for phenomena make his system only semi-idealism. 
\When Wolffand, in a greater degree, Baumgarten and Meier 
declare it to be one of Leibnitz’s merits, that he avoids the one- 
sidedness alike of materialism and of idealism, they attribute to 
him a higher point of view than he is entitled to. For heknew 
nothing of the idealism to be discussed in this Section, while 
they were familiar with it. Just as the realism towards which 
Leibnitz took up a position of hostility, had not yet advanced 
to the extreme of materialism, justas Locke had conceived of 
spirits only as Sersaps material, so Leibnitz ventures to main- 
tain only that gwas-souls, or things /ike spirits, are the real 
elements even of what is corporeal. If an attempt, like that 
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London, 1837. When it appeared, the author’s opinions, ac- 
cording to his own assurance, which is confirmed by Robt. 
Benson : Memoirs of the Life and Writings of the Rev. Arthur 
Collier, Lond., 1832, had undergone no change for ten years. 
This makes it impossible that Berkeley’s writings, which ap- 
peared some years earlier, could have suggested his theory. 
All the more probable is it that he owes a good deal to Norris, 
who has been called the forerunner of Malebranche ($ 270, 8). 
That thinker lived quite near Collier, who was acquainted with 
his: Essay towards the Theory of the Ideal or Intelligible World. 
2 vols., 1701, 4to; and we have seen how near Malebranche 
came to denying the existence of the corporeal world. The 
extent to which Collier, during the first period of his literary 
activity, was ın accord with Malebranche, is shown by an essay, 
preserved for us by Benson, in which he expressiy declares 
that God cannot properly be called a Being, he must be called 
the Being. Collier's theological views, which he looks upon 
as quite in keeping with his philosophical opinions, are not 
regarded as very orthodox ; he had to submit to being accused 
of Arianism and Apollinarism. In Church politics he was 
a Tory, and a defender of unconditional obedience ; as, how- 
ever, he laid stress upon the point that obedience is to be 
rendered to that authority that has power over us, he refused 
to associate himself with those who were intriguing on behalf 
of the Stuarts. 

3. The Clavis consists of two parts. The Ars of these 
deals with the visible world, z.e., everything which we per- 
ceive bythe eye. After pointing out,—as Hume did, though 
with an entirely different purpose in view,—that the difference 
between impressions and ideas is one of degree, Collier 
reaches the result that what we see, or the visibfe world, can 
certainly not be “external.” The “ extra-existence of the 
visible world” is therefore a contradiction in terms ; and for 
this reason Descartes, Malebranche, and Norris had felt com- 
pelled to distinguish from the visible world an invisible one, 
2.e., to distinguish an unknowable substance from phenomena, 
which lie within ourselves alone. This hypothesis is argued 
against in the second and much more elaborate part, which 
endeavours to prove that a world external to the spirit that 
perceives it, is an impossibility. If once we conceive of it 
as knowable, all the difficulties apply to it that apply to a 
visible world; if we conceive of it as unknowable and in- 
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upon the individualism of Locke. In the Introduction to his 
Principles, which is the most important passage bearing upon 
this, Berkeley extends the nominalist principle, that only indi- 
vidual things exist, even to the content of our perceptions. 
The latter only represent individual things, although, when 
we make a statement in regard to any (particular) triangle that 
in no way depends upon its being right-angled, we imagine that 
we have spoken of a triangle that is neither right-angled nor 
acute-angled, in other words, of a triangle in general. Just as 
there are no such triangles, so there is nowhere any such thing 
as a universal; and the mistaken idea that there are abstract 
or universal ideas ıs, in Berkeley's view, one of the two ob- 
stacles to true philosophy. If we stand by the rule that what 
cannot exist without something else, is also inconceivable with- 
out this other thing, we shall admit that there is no idea to 
correspond to those words which denote a universal idea, that 
is, really, to correspond to any words atall. This does not 
imply any censure upon language, for its purpose is not so 
much to communicate ideas as to call forth passions, and to 
move men to action. That process, as well as the process of 
thought, is assisted by words, even when there is no definite 
idea associated with them, and they are used like algebraical 
symbols. Everything that Berkeley has said so far, a con- 
sistent follower of Locke would be bound to subscribe to, 
and it has therefore been approved of in so many words by 
those who have consistently developed Locke's philosophy 
(wid. 282, 3). At this point, however, differences arıse be- 
tween them, which,—just because both theories are indivi- 
dualistic—develop into diametrical opposition. At one with 
Locke in holding that we must begin by examining the ele- 
ments of all knowledge, Berkeley investigates the origin of 
ideas, and in doing so he simplifies Locke's theory, as Brown 
and Condillac ($ 283) did after him, though with a very dif- 
ferent result. All ideas, without distinction, even those which 
Locke assigned to sensation, simply express states of our 
spirit ; they are actions of this spirit. To make ideas into 
effects produced by bodies, means, to transform the spirit into 
a passive, and therefore a material being, and the body into 
an active being, and therefore one which exercises will, or is 
spiritual. It is admitted even by the advocates of a corporeal 
world,—the “ materialists ” or “ corporealists,” who are repre- 
sented in the Dialogues by Hylas, while Philonous gives 
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There is such a great difference between the existence of 
spirits and that of their ideas, that Berkeley laments having to 
employ one and the same word for both. The “ existence of 
objects without the mind” is, in his view, quite as much of an 
absurdity as the statement that a perception exists outside of 
the percipient subject. By consistently maintaining and ap- 
plying the view of Descartes and Locke, that the object of 
consciousness is an idea, Berkeley had been brought into the 
position of denying to the material world any existence outside 
of the spirits that perceive it; and this helps us to understand 
why the expressions “ ideal system,” “ idealism,” and the like, 
which up till now had been applied only to (Locke’s) theory 
of ideas, henceforth are used of those who deny the exist- 
ence of corporeal substance This is so even in Wolff, vzd. 
290, 6. 
6. So far as the principles hitherto laid down are concerned, 
it looks as if Berkeley had done away with the distinction 
between the sun as it is seen at midday, and the sun as we 
dream of it at midnight, or as we represent it to ourselves by 
the help of imagination. But he is too fond of proclaiming 
his respect for sound common sense to allow us to entertain 
any such notion of his views. He tries to discover wherein 
the difference consists, and he finds that in the first case 
the idea of the sun forces itself upon all spirits alike, while 
in the second case it is present only in a single spirit, and 
in the third case only when that spirit wills that it should 
be so. The first case can only be explained by supposing 
that the aggregate of ideas, which we call the sun, is gzven 
or suggested to all percipient spirits simultaneously. This 
suggestion cannot come from a body, a real sun, external to 
us, for nothing can be given which the giver does not himself 
possess ; and even those who allow that there is a corporeal 
sun, will not go so far as to assert that it possesses ideas. It 
can only come, therefore, from a thinking being, a spirit that 
controls all spirits simultaneously. This is God. His thought 
is far exalted above our thought, so that in speaking of His 
ideas it must not be forgotten that these ideas are not like our 
own. The constant aggregates of ideas, which we call real 
things, as opposed to the creations of our own fancy, have 
their origin in the action of the Almighty Being, who 
associates ideas in spirits with absolute impartiality, and there- 
fore in all alike, and with absolute immutability, and therefore 
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be rationalistic like that of Leibnitz, or empirical like that of 
Berkeley. 

7. A large part of his two chief works is occupied with 
demonstrating the simplicity of his system and its agreement 
with the demands of religion, and in particular of sound 
common sense. The hypotheses put forward on the opposite 
side have, he says, led many to scepticism, owing to the 
difhculties which, if these are accepted, result from the idea of 
space, and soon. The theory that bodies exert an influence upon 
the soul, has brought even a larger number into the position 
of asserting that the soul is material. His own theory, on the 
other hand, according to which every idea is a word which 
God speaks to us, every regular succession of ideas a rule 
which God follows, he maintains to be the best safeguard 
against atheism. Not as though this would give us an idea of 
God. How would it be possible for God, who is pure activity, 
to be represented by something non-active, as an idea is? 
Rather, ın this case, what applies to our certainty of the 
existence of our own spirit and of other spirits, applies also to 
our certainty of God. For the reason just stated, we have no 
ideas of these, but only of their manifestations. We have, 
however, a “notion ” of them ; andthe existence of our own 
spirit is for us an immediate certainty, while the existence of 
other spirits, though not directly known, is still a highly 
probable deduction. Finally, God's existence is, like that of 
other spirits, deducible from the effects He produces (ideas), 
and is therefore not directly deducible. But while this is so, it 
is more certain than anything else, since everything of which we 
are conscious, every idea, is a proof of His existence, inasmuch 
as it is a manifestation of Him. Where Berkeley, as often 
happens, describes this process of being illuminated by God, 
he comes very near to the position of Malebranche, whose 
favourite text he ıs fond of quoting : “In Him we live, and 
move, and have our being.” For the rest, he was in religion 
a faithful son of his Church, and in politics an adherent of 
the theory of passive obedience, on behalf of which he also 
employed his pen, 

Cf. J. F. Ferrier: Berkeley and Idealism, 1342 (hrst in Blackwood’s Maga- 

zine, afterwards in the collected edition of his philosophical remains, 
Edin. and Lond., 1866). F. Collyns Simon : The Nature and Elements 


of the External World, 1847 ; and Zhe Present State of Meaphysics 
in Great Britain, in The Contemporary Review for June, 1868, 
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the region where the deities of Epicurus dwelt, and further, 
that Leibnitz is very unwilling to allow any interference at all 
in the world on the part of God, we might perhaps trace in 
the expression he sometimes uses, Deus sIVE Aarmonia rerum, 
a feeling that in his system a God has, in both senses of the 
word, nofkıng to do, (vid. Leibnitiana in Feller, Ofium Flanov. 
p. 169. C/f. Letter to the Duke Joh. Friedrich in O. Klopp’s 
ed., vol. iii., p. 259). And, besides, at what a sacrifice of 
consistency does he purchase this God, who has nothing to 
do! He calls Him the highest of the monads ; but as the 
nature of the monad was expressly made to consist in its 
being one among many, in its being limited power, in its 
being burdened with matter in order that it might remain a 
part of the universe, and so on, we have in God a monad 
which is not a monad at al. We may compare this with the 
position in which Wolff gets entangled. That unwearied oppo- 
nent of the philosopher who made God the only substance, 
becomes doubtful as to whether God is substance at all, and 
finally reaches the result that He is so only in a loose sense, 
2.e., that properly speaking, He does not subsist at all. The 
idea of God introduces an exactly similar contradiction into 
each individual monad. This was said to be self-active power ; 
but it remains so, only so long as no account is taken of its 
relation to the Godhead ; if we do take account of this relation, 
the monads become ‘“ emanations” of the Divine nature, z.e., 
to use Spinoza’s phraseology, its afectiones. What happens to 
Leibnitz and Wolff, happens also to Berkeley. He says that 
God never varies from the established method of combining 
ideas ; and a God of whom this is directly asserted has nothing 
to do. His place can easily be supplied, if the law of associa- 
tion of ideas be substituted for Him who has once for all 
laid it down. This is all the more easily accomplished in that 
the hypothesis of a God and of an activity so directed threatens 
the fundamental principles of the system. For spirits are 
said to be purely active beings, to suppose that they are 
passive is equivalent to making them material ; now, towards 
God they are said to stand ın a relation of receptivity, 2.e. 
exactly in the position of the rejected Zadwla rasa. And 
further, bodies, it is said, cannot give us any ideas, because it 
is impossible to give what one has not got. God, however, 
is expressiy stated x0/ to have such ideas as we have ; and yet 
He gives us ideas which are certainly such as wehave. These 
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Rousseau, that hermit in the midst of the busy world, who 
before the eyes of all men buried himself ın the depths of his 
own being and found satisfaction there, while at the same time 
he confined this process chiefly to the practical side of his na- 
ture. So far as theory is concerned, its chief champions are the 
solid phalanx of the ScoTTism ScHooL. These thinkers made 
philosophy an observation of the facts of consciousness, in- 
cluding those which form the basis of the speculative, and 
those which form the basis of the practical aspect of life. \Ve 
are justihed in connecting these two tendencies not merely by 
the circumstance that the Scotsmen were fond of extolling 
Rousseau as “their” philosopher, but also by the very similar 
effect which the two produced without and within the country 
where they originated. In France these have been the two 
influences that have opposed the power of sensationalism. 
That of the Genevan was felt earlier, but its success was 
less marked ; that of the Scotsmen asserted itself later, but 
its triumph was more enduring. The reverse was the case 
in Germany. There Rousseau’s ideas at once produced an 
immense effect, especially in extra-academic circles, but in 
academic circles too, as the example of Kant proves. The 
doctrines of the Scottish School, which for a while were ex- 
pounded only from the professorial chairs at home, remained 
for a long time unknown in Germany. When this condition 
of things came to an end, the case of F. H. Jacobi shows 
how important was their influence upon German philosophy 
also. 

3. The story of the life of JEAN JacQauEes Rousseau, born 
at Geneva on June 28th, ı7ı2, and died at Paris on July 
3rd, 1778, is universally known through his world-renowned 
autobiography (Confessions). By means of his numerous 
works, the best collected edition of which is that of Musset- 
Pathay, Paris, 1818-1820 in 22 volumes, he exercised a great 
influence, chiefly upon the history of civilization in general, 
but also to some extent upon the history of philosophy. His 
first piece of writing was the essay upon the (baneful) influ- 
ence of the arts and sciences, which was awarded a prize at 
Dijon in 1750. Of his other works, we may mention as the 
principal ones, his other prize essay upon the inequality of 
man (1753), the Coxtrat social (1762), and his two novels, Za 
nouvelle Fleloise (1761) and the more important Zmile (1762). 
All of his books, from first to last, are marked by the one 
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enjoyment of the consciousness that God exists, becomes 
correspondingly important. The foremost place is given to 
the certainty that we are immortal, and that we shall one day 
see merit and happiness brought into accord with each other. 
As neither of these is conceivable without a Godhead, a 
belief in the latter is accepted into the bargain. Hence the 
vehemence with which it ıs maintained that the nature of the 
ötre des Elres is unknowable. Hence the wrath against all 
dogma, which makes Rousseau portray so affectionately the 
atheist Wolmar in the Mew Z7eloıise, and which has led many 
an orthodox critic, wrapped up in dogmatism, to put Rousseau 
into the same category with Voltaire and Diderot, as if fire and 
water were the same thing because they both destroy man’s 
handiwork. In Rousseaus religion of the heart we cannot 
help recognising the first germs of the sentimental theology 
which afterwards became supreme, especially in Germany, and 
under the influence of which real theology was driven out by 
pietism. In maintaining jectus es! guod theologum facıl, as 
against those who would deify reason, men of this school were 
in literal agreement with Rousseau, who is never weary of pro- 
claiming to theworld that heart and feeling are morethanreason. 
We can hardly imagine a nature better fitted to be the active 
apostle of such a form of subjectivity. Living in constant self- 
contemplation, always meditating upon himself, and therefore, 
even in the passion for nature, which became fashionable after 
his day, paying much less heed to nature herself than to the 
emotions which she calls forth, often spoiling his enjoyment 
by this reflective tendency, he yet is more afraid of losing 
himself than of anything else. Hence his cry of j'adkorre 
Spinoza. Rejected and ridiculed by those who, like Helvetius, 
find their all in the sensuous side of human nature, Rousseau 
enthroned the Ego revelling in its own thoughts. The solitude 
that closed round this prophet of idealism in the midst of 
materialistic culture, drove him always further and further into 
himself; for him whom the world thrusts forth as a “ savage” 
or a “bear,” there is nothing left but to find satisfaction in 
his own self. In Rousseau’s case this is pushed to excess. 
He is as much, or even more, of an egoist than Helvetius ; but 
his egoism shows itself in that admiration for his own excel- 
lence, which makes him exclaim,—even when he is recounting 
acts of meanness of which he had been guilty,— There has 
never been a better man than I am.” Spinoza could not have 





272 SECOND PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 292, 4 


we shall have to speak later, published the collected works of 
Reid in one volume ; and as early as 1858 this edition (Edin., 
Maclachan and Stewart) had been reprinted five times. 
Thoroughly acquainted with the teaching of Hume and of 
Berkeley, Reid admits that both are perfectly justified in the 
conclusion they draw from Locke’s theories, even although 
one denies the existence of the Ego, and the other the exist- 
ence of matter. As scepticism of this kind is absurd, the 
principles upon which these conclusions rest must be given 
up. Not, however, the point of view of empiricism ; for, just 
as natural science made no progress until it was based upon 
experience and experiment, so too the second branch of 
science, pneumatology,—which is still waiting for its Galileo, 
Torricell, Kepler, Bacon, and Newton, —can follow no other 
road but the analytical method of observation, which en- 
deavours to discover the laws that regulate the phenomena 
(Inguiry, ed. vi. pp. 3, 10; Essays, Pref.). What must be 
given up is “the ideal system,” according to which we have 
at first mere ideas, and only afterwards, by combining these, 
become able to decide about the reality of the object of 
thought. As a matter of fact, the reverse of this would be 
much nearer the truth ; just as in nature what we have first 
presented to us, is bodies or combinations of elements that we 
only discover afterwards by analysıs (/nguiry, Pp. 44, 45). 
Nothing but the assumption that there is a primitive judg- 
ment of this kind, —a certainty that does not rest upon ideas, — 
can furnish any protection against scepticism. The Peripa- 
tetic view avoided this extreme by holding (wrongly) that 
ideas are actual copies of things themselves ; but scepticism 
became inevitable, after Locke, Hume, and Berkeley had 
proved, first of some and then of all ideas, that they could not 
‚have the remotest resemblance to the nature of the things 
they represent (/rguzry, pp. 187-192). | The sum-total of the 
primitive judgments which are present ih the consciousness of 
all men, and upon which all certainty ultimately rests, is called 
commgn sense ; anything that runs counter to this is called 
absurd] (/r»gwiry, p. 52). With regard to these, the greatest 
philosopher is no higher an authority than an ordinary man 
(Essays, vol. ii., p. 316). Pneumatology has not to construct 
or to explain these principles ; it has simply to discover them 
as facts. Nor must it yield to the desire to reduce them all to a 
single principle ; for this endeavour, which proceeds from the 
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blameworthy ; further that we are responsible only for what 
stands within our own power, that we must treat every one 
as we ourselves should like to be treated, etc. From these 
principles even an uneducated man can construct a system 
of ethics. 

5. DuGAaLD STEWART was regarded by Reid himself as the 
foremost of his disciples; and his own and succeeding gene- 
rations have confırmed this opinion. He was born on Nov. 
22nd, 1753, and after filling firstthe chair of mathematics and 
then that of moral philosophy at Edinburgh, he died in retire- 
ment in the country on June ııth, 1828. Of his works we 
may mention, Zlements of the Philosophy of the Human Mind, 
5 vols., 4to, Edin., 1792-1827 ; Outlines of Moral Philosophy, 
1793; Phulosophical Essays, Edin., 1810; and his last book, 
Philosophyof the Active and Moral Powers of Man, zvols., 1828. 
Besides these, he wrote memoirs of Adam Smith, Reid, and 
Robertson. After a complete edition of his works in seven 
volumes had appeared in America, Sir William Hamilton, 
Reid's editor, published Coileceted Works, etc., Edın., 1854-58, 
in ten octavo volumes. Stewart agrees with Reid in holding 
that philosophy has only to enumerate the principles upon 
which our certainty rests, and which he calls at one time 
fundamental laws of human belief, at another, elements of 
reason, and at another, principles of common sense. The 
chief points of difference between him and his master depend 
upon the fact that he tries to bring himself more into sympathy 
with views which the latter criticised. Thus he follows Des- 
cartes in holding that the Cartesian principle should be put in 
the form of an enthymeme : we are directly certain only of the 
fact of our thinking, we must really take a step forward from 
this, before we reach the certainty of our own existence. 
Similarly, he does not agree with Reid in holding that Locke's 
distinction between primary and secondary qualities should be 
given up ; impenetrability does not stand in exactly the same 
relation as colour and taste. Still less does extension, which 
he assigns to a third group of qualities, mathematical. Finally, 
he will not allow that all doubt as to the reality of things is 
set at rest by Reid's (fifth) principle, that we are bound to 
supply in thought an object felt, to correspond to every feel- 
ing. This would leave it quite undetermined whether the 
object supplied in thought is something independent, self- 
subsisting. At the same time, it is not necessary to assume a 
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in Edinburgh. To his edition of Reid he appended two 
Dissertations of his own, the most important writings he pub- 
lished in his life-time. Besides these must be mentioned : 
Discussions on Philosophy and Literature, Education and 
University Reform, London, 1852. Soon after his death 
there appeared : Zectures on Metaphysus and Logu, by Sır 
William Hamilton, edited by Mansel and Veitch, Edin. and 
London. Blackwood, 13859, 4 vols. With regard to making 
empirical psychology the basis of philosophy,—or rather trans- 
forming philosophy, except natural philosophy, into psycho- 
logy»—he holds much the same views as Reid and Stewart 
did. He accordingly demands that philosophy should begin 
by enumerating the various phenomena and manifestations of 
mind (Phaenomenology), that it should then go on to search 
for the laws regulating those phenomena (Nomology), and 
that finally it should deduce, from the laws thus discovered, 
conclusions as to the nature of mind (Ontology, or Meta- 
physics). It is in dealing with the third of these that it 
becomes most apparent that many things, especially his ac- 
quaintance with Kant, helped to make his- position more 
advanced than that of his predecessors. Since Hamilton’s 
day, the use of the phraseology employed by Locke, Hume, 
etc., has become increasinglycommon. They held that know- 
ledge ıs conveyed through the medium of something which 
only re-presents the objects; while, in opposition to the ze- 
presentative or ıdeal system, Reid upheld “ presentationism,” 
according to which we have an immediate and intuitive know- 
ledge of things themselves. “ Mediate” and “ representative” 
therefore come to mean the same thing, just as “ presentative” 
and “immediate” do. That Hamilton, while adopting the 
former phraseology, is not quite decided as to which of the 
two lines he should follow, has been shown in a striking 
manner by Stirling (Sr Wzllkam Familton, London, 1865). 
Besides the doctrine that knowledge is immediate, the main 
point in Hamilton’s system is considered to be, that there is 
no knowledge of the unconditional or infinite. This state- 
ment, which was afterwards the chief ground of difference 
between him and Cousin, drew down upon him numerous 
attacks, including some from the religious point of view. 
Through Hamilton’s influence, the views of the Scottish 
School, in this modified form, have continued to make way. 
To what an extent they are regarded in the country where 
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put forward by Richard Price (1723-1791) on behalf of 
“spiritualism.” With Priestley's purely scientific works, 
which have been of special importance in the department 
of chemistry, we have here nothing to do. 

7. The position which we have assigned to Rousseau in 
France, and to Reid and his school in Great Britain, belongs 
in Germany to the EmrikicaL PsyYcHoLocısts, who were to 
some extent influenced by these two philosophical forces, 
although most of them developed their views independently. 
‚Berkeley’s example proved that empiricism and idealism are 
not mutually exclusive, and Wolff even made the attempt to 
grat empirical psychology on to the rational ““ pneumatics" of 

eibnitz ; still, the fact that this could only assume the form of 
a supplement, is an evidence that those who wish to devote 
their attention solely and entirely to empirical psychology, 
will in so doing break away from the idealism of Leibnitz, and 
approximate to the views of English and French thinkers. 
This helps to explain how the Empirical Psychologists were 
led to take up a position midway between the movements 
begun respectively by Leibnitz and by Locke, and that:in 
turn makes intelligible their affınity to those doctrines which 
will appear. below (v:d. $ 294) as a form of syncretism, the 
elements of which are taken from the systems of these two 
philosophers. Thus the statement made by FRIEDRICH Cast- 
MIR CARL VON CREUZ (1724-1770) in his Zssay on the Sowl 
(Frkf. and Leips., 1723, 2 Pts.), to the effect that mind is a 
mean between a simple and a complex nature, does not seem 
so strange, if we bear in mind that Leibnitz and Wolff had 
maintained that it was simple, Hume that it was complex. 
Similarly, his assertion that while the soul produces all its 
ideas by itself, these must yet be occasioned by something 
external to ourselves, shows him as a follower at once of 
Leibnitz and of Locke. His constantly repeated demand to 
base psychology solely upon experience, his statement that the 
soul, besides being prompted to produce ideas itself, prompts 
the body to produce motions, a fact which we are bound to 
admit, are features that remind us of Bonnet. And the view 
that the soul must be immortal, because, if it ceased to exist, 
an “aspect” ofthe world would be lost, since each soul views 
the world in a different way, is borrowed from Leibnitz. 
Accordingly the physician Jon. GoTTL. KRÜGER was following 
in the footsteps of Creuz when, in his New TZäAeory of the 
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objective existence of things, with the distinction between 
sensuous and rational knowledge, with the necessity of universal 
truths of reason, with the relation between the reasoning 
faculty and common sense, with the fundamental principle of 
sensation, perception, and thought, with the relation of 
imagination to the other active capacities of the soul, with the 
fundamental power of the human soul and the character of 
humanity. The second part is composed of three. essays, 
which treat of independent activity and freedom, of the nature 
of the human soul, and of the perfectibility and development 
of man. To make against Tetens the reproach that this 
succession of subjects betrays an entire want of system, would 
be to forget that his purpose is not to lay before his readers a 
careful epitome of the final result of previous meditations upon 
his part, but simply to induce them to accompany him in these 
meditations. We can accordingly see no inconsistency, but 
must rather see the advance, z.e. progress, necessary to every 
meditation, in the fact that Tetens begins by reducing all acts 
of knowledge to sensations, perceptions, and thoughts, the 
sources of which are said to be feeling, imagination, and reason, 
and yet in the tenth essay gets so far as to state that the 
fundamental faculties of the soul are feeling, understanding, 
and will. To this result he is led not merely by a criticism of 
the distinction which most people, “like the Catechism,” make 
between understanding and will, as well as of that which 
Sulzer (vid. ınfra, $ 294, 4) draws between sensibility and 
knowing power, but by a comparison of all the phenomena 
which up till now had been sharply distinguished. For it is 
found that the sensations of the external senses, as well as the 
feeling that we are ourselves affected, and the feelings of 
pleasure and its opposite, are all marked by the characteristic 
of receptivity. In our ideas and thoughts, on the other hand, 
there appears activity, from which, as remaining within our- 
selves (actıo immanens), there must be distinguished that 
which passes beyond ourselves (/Zransiens), and which we 
exhibit, for example, when we resolve to make a movement. 
But receptivity, then immanent, and finally transient activity, 
are the three fundamental faculties which, since the days of 
Tetens, it has been customary to distinguish. In addition to 
the strictness of his analysis, in which no one but Bonnet can 
. be compared to him, what made the investigations of Tetens 
so valuable to Kant and the epoch that he inaugurated, was 
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Leipz, 1846-47. K. Biedermann: Deutschland im achtsehnten Jahr- 
hundert. ıst vol., Leipz., 1854. znd vol., ıst pt., Leipz., 1858, znd 
pt., 1868 (no more published, H. Hettner: Ziteraturgeschichte des 
achtsehnten Jahrhunderts. Third part, ıst Book, Brunsw., 1862 ; znd, 
1864; 3rd, 1869-70. A. Tholuck: Vorgeschichte des Rationalismus, 2 
zols., each in iwo parts, Halle, 1853-4, 1861-2 ; and the same author’s, 
Geschichte des Rationalismus, ıst pt., Berlin, 1865. 

ı. The step which, in pursuance of the line hitherto followed, 
ıdealism has to take in order to bring itself into complete 
correspondence with the Systeme de Ja Nature ($ 2836, 3), was 
too small to be made the life-work of a remarkable genius. 
On the other hand, however, the denial of the evidence of the 
senses requires not merely a greater power of abstraction than 
is necessary for plain materialism, but also philosophical gifts 
of no common order. And thus arises a dilemma, the solution 
of which is given us by men who, as a matter of fact, occupy 
the point of view of the most extreme idealistic individualism, 
but whose consciousness of their own position is not so distinct 
as to enable them thoroughly to comprehend the consequences 
it involves. Although this failure to understand themselves 
excludes them from the number of great philosophers, yet it 
does not prevent .them from exercising an important influence. 
The energy and the time which would have been necessary 
for such a descent into the depths of their own thoughts, is 
devoted by them to securing the supremacy, in all departments 
of life, of the fundamental idea that inspires them as a feeling 
and as an instinct. And so the success of their work, because 
its force ıs expended entirely on the surface, may ap 
greater than if they had been philosophers of the highest 
rank. The Sophists ($ 54 fl.), the syncretism of the Romans 
N 105 ff.), and the philosophy of the Renaissance have proved 
that there are periods when philosophy requires, not so much 
that a new and important step should be taken, as that a group 
of ideas already established should work itself completely out. 
Such a stage had been reached by the philosophy of the 
eighteenth century, when it entered the service of the Zu- 
lightenment in Germany, and became one of its prominent 
features. Only one of its features ; for while the scope of the 
Enlightenment is unduly narrowed by those who, as is very 
often the case, only think of certain phenomena in the sphere 
of religion, it would not do to put forward, in opposition 
to this the equally narrow conception that understands by 
Enlightenment merely popular $4:losopAy. Rather, the En- 
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it consist in freethinking and love of freedom. Neither of 
these is reconcilable with the acceptance of a judgment that 
one has not tested for oneself (z.e. a prejudice) ; and, there- 
fore, war against prejudices is the universal battle-cry of the 
freethinkers or strong minds. As, however, in the first in- 
stance in all cases, and throughout life in most cases, natural 
dependence and piety do not rest upon a carefully tested 
judgment, others saw in the war against all prejudices a war 
against all authority, however just ; and the expressions, free- 
thinker, intellectual freedom, strong mind, and so on,.acquired 
a disreputable significancee. Further, no man is entirely 
ısolated ; at the outset, each finds himself organically con- 
nected with historical associations, which must be disregarded 
if we are to conceive of him as an individual. Thus, there is 
no difficulty in understanding the position of those who make 
the essence of the Enlightenment consist in the substitution 
of the abstract for the historical, or even in an inability to re- 
gard things as parts of a organism. If we always keep in 
view that it is for man as an individual, that the Enlighten- 
ment manifests such enthusiasm, it becomes easy to explain 
the flood of autobiographies that characterized this period. 
Rousseau, with his isolation of man, had shown the way ; and 
he had also furnished an example of how to lay before the 
world that element in each individual, which is not universal 
‚and human, but particular and personal. His autobiography 
was followed by hundreds of others ; and the interest aroused 
by the careers of such veritable scoundrels as Laukhardt and 
others can only be explained by the fact that nothing was 
held in higher esteem than the individual human being. Nor 
were the men of greatest piety during this period content with 
the preaching of sin and forgiveness, z.e., of what is universal 
and human; they were anxious to hear more individual 
experiences, detailed histories of conversions, which only 
differed from one another in incidental circumstances. The 
interest in the saved themselves was stronger than the in- 
terest in salvation and in the communion of the saved. 
Similarly, where all relationships in which man finds himself. 
involved without his own co-operation, or into which he is 
bound to enter, are regarded as fetters, it is easy to under- 
stand why the social impulse finds satisfaction only in those 
which are of an incidental or even an artificial character. 
Hence the praises bestowed upon friendship, which is often 
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the rational subject. This prevents that narrowing down of 
the movement, which has been already censured, and which 
would limit it to one single department, the philosophical or 
the religious. And it also shows why the leaders saw nothing 
wrong in the conduct adopted by themselves and their En- 
lıghtened contemporaries towards the unthinking multitude, 
whom they treated as if they were absolutely devoid of rights, 
nothing wrong in the force which they, the free, employed to 
compel the enslaved to burst their fetters, nothing wrong 
even in the opinion expressed by Bahrdt in a now classical 
formula, where he says that submission to the authority of 
those who have received the light, is one of the signs of En- 
lightenment. What has since been called the worship of 
Benius, was never more flourishing than during the age of 

nlightenment, though nowadays we usually understand by a 
genius, something more than an unprejudiced man. It has 
already been stated, that in our own time the mass of the 
people thinks as the few thought in that epoch. Any one who 
is inclined to doubt this, should compare the readiness shown 
by the high-spirited youths (such as are pictured for us by 
Jean Paul, or even by Goethe himself in Wilhelm Meister) to 
submit themselves to every apostle of the light, with the way 
in which nowadays the mob, in order to show its indepen- 
dence of mind, declaims against the Government candidate, 
and makes choice of some one utterly unknown, simply because 
he was proposed by an unknown committee. Such is the 
humble position in which he who has not received the light, 
stands towards him who is already Enlightened. Closely 
connected with this, is what has been called the inability to 
comprehend historical phenomena, or the fact that the En- 
lightened man could apply no other standard to ‘“‘“darker” times 
than his own point of view. Goethe rightly calls this the 
age of self-conceit, and reproaches it with arrogant self- 


satisfaction. “ Thus would I speak if I were Christ,” are 
words which he puts into the mouth of Dr. Bahrdt. Men- 
delssohn declares that he has made Socrates s as he 


would speak nowadays ; Nicolai professes to find in the 
Critique of Pure Reason only a confirmation of the ideas he 
had himself long entertained ; and so on. Let this suffice 
by way of analysis of our formula. Its correctness is con- 
firmed by every characteristic feature of the Enlightenment, 
and, so far as we are aware, there is no definition that it can- 
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non-ecclesiastical or private form of religion, which was always 
the charge made against them by orthodox thinkers. It has 
already been pointed out ($ 131) that the difference between 
the Christian community and the Church lies in the fact that 
the latter has a creed, z.e. a system which has the validity of 
a statute, while the former confines itself to preaching the 
message of revelation, from which the system is afterwards 
developed. Just as, among the Schoolmen of the Middle 
Ages, ecclesiastically-minded theologians neglected the Bible 
for individual dogmas, so now the orthodox Protestant 
theologians, who had reached a new form of Scholasticism, 
neglected it for dogmatic formularıes. On the contrary, it 
cannot be looked upon as a mere coincidence, that hand in 
hand with the enthusiasm for the study of the Bible, which 
pietism rekindled, there goes the tendency to return to the 
condition of the early Christian community by forming 
ecclestole ; or that Spener shows himself lax in regard to 
pledging oneself to creeds ; or that during the supremacy of 
pietism dogmatic works appeal but seldom to the creeds, upon 
which, further, no lectures are delivered ; or finally, that in the 
community of the Brotherhood, so closely connected with 
pietism, they have hardly any validity at all. In short, pietism 
did almost as much to prepare the way for the loud cry that 
was soon to be echoed by all the apostles of Enlightenment— 
“Away with creeds,” as did Leibnitz with his efforts after 
union, and Thomasius with his polemic against the validity of 
dogmatic formularies. There is, a second point in which 
pietism finds itself at one with the philosophy of Leibnitz and 
of Wolff; and here the positive assertion is not, as in the 
former case, made from the side of the orthodox, but from the 
other. The conviction that purity of doctrine is the one thing 
needful, had made the advocates of orthodoxy to some extent 
indifferent towards morality of life; and this indifference was 
increased by the disputes about good works. In fact, there 
were instances which proved that (just as the Cartesians took 
to torturing anımals, $ 267, 5) defenders of orthodoxy purposely 
made a parade of loose living, in order to give a practical 
proof that works were of no account. This was met by the 
pietists with their demand for the putting off of the old man, 
and by the philosophy of Wolff with a morality which, though 
home-made, was earnest. Before long a serious and strictly 
moral manner of living came to be looked upon as a sign that, 


290 SECOND PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 293, > 


the past, and sometimes by some-other name. In so doing 
they weakened the significance of the new birth that resulted 
from the Sacrament, and from admittance into the member- 
ship of the Church. How can baptism any longer be called 
an outward symbol of the new birth, if the baptised require 
another such new birth, which is the issue of deadly struggles? 
And again, if baptism is only a promise that we shall one day 
be free from the bonds of sin, what significance has exorcism ? 
And so on. We shall be doing pietism no injustice if we say 
that it at least loosened stones on the same lines on which the 
Wolffian philosophy afterwards removed them, while the En» 
lightenment overthrew the whole structure. 


Cf. Benno Erdmann : Martin Knutzen und seine Zeit. Leipz., 1876. 


3. One of the links between pietism and the Enlightenment 
iS GOTTFRIED ARNOLD (1666-1714), who was himself a pietist, 
although, both before and after his connection with Spener, 
Jacob Böhme and Gichtel exercised great influence upon him. 
Thomasius called his /mpartial HAıstory of the Church and. 
of Heresy (1698-1 700 the best book after the Bible ; and, 
what is more remarkable, this praise was repeated by Joachim 
Lange, Francke’s most trusted friend. And yet in this book 
not merely does he show the most decided preference for 
every form of that religious subjectivity which sets itself up 
against all ecclesiastical formul&, but by his frequent hints that 
the defenders of the latter had not acted quite honourably, he 
was one of the first to stir up in Germany the outcry against 
priestcraft and sacerdotal cunning. In his time, and to some 
extent in the places where he lived,—places which had long 
been the centres of separatist tendencies,—there sprang up anti- 
ecclesiastical movements, mutually united by dislike of the 
Creeds and, in some cases, of the Sacraments as well. Just as 
Arnold looked back wistfully to the apostolic age, so those 
who took part in these movements, always appealed to Scrip- 
ture, which, however, as the famous Berleburg Bible shows, 
was subjected to a mystical and allegorical method of exegesis. 
Jo. Conr. DiPpeL (1673-1734), who wrote under the name of 
Democritus Christianus, was a man entirely devoid of moral 
self-control. He began by being an advocate of orthodoxy ; 
then, after he had gained at Strasburg a more thorough 
acquaintance with Spener's writings, he became inclined to- 
wards pietism, and was warmly received by Arnold at Giessen. 
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bis friends and adherents. They belonged to the uneducated, 
partly to the lower, class of his countrymen ; and they were 
quite unable to grasp the positive side of his system, his 
“ Pantheisterer,' as Harenberg calls it. ‘The scholars of his 
own day, who might have understood it, are, like the whole 
age in which they lived, anti-pantheistic in their views, and 
consequently they take no notice at all of this aspect of 
Edelmann’s writings. At least in Hamburg, where he lived 
for a long time, Reimarus seems to have ignored him entirely. 
In Berlin, where he made a much more lengthened stay, 
Mendelssohn contents himself with making a remark about 
his outward appearance. Edelmann was an isolated, meteor- 
like phenomenon ; and he was so, because he attempted to 
combine with the revolutionary spirit that is characteristic of 
the Enlightenment of the eighteenth century, doctrines that 
breathe a spirit of quietist resignation. Perhaps Edelmann 
would have taken less interest in the pantheism of Spinoza’s 
Ethics, if it had not been the work of the man who had so 
sharply criticised the authenticity ofthe Bible in the Zraciafus 
theologwo-poltticus. However that may be, it is certain that, 
while he employs the word “ Spinozist” as a title of honour, 
he treats with contempt the names of Wolff, Voltaire, and 
others, which were most revered among his contemporaries. 
4. The road from the Wolffhlan philosophy to the philosophy 
of the Enlightenment was shorter than that from pietism. It 
has already been shown how the substance of Wolff’s natural 
theology was ultimately resolved into belief in the existence 
of God and in the immortality of the soul; although he also 
admits that something may be added through supernatural 
revelation, still the miraculous is limited by him to such a 
small sphere, and is hampered by so many conditions, that in 
the end it can hardly be said that he allows it to be possible 
atall. Inthe Wolfflan school, too, owing to the importance 
attached to individual opinion, there is a marked decrease of 
respect for that collective opinion which found expression in 
the Creeds (“WNoszri docent”"). It is not the Creeds but the 
Bible to which appeal is made. The Berleburg translation of 
the Bible and its accompanying commentary, found a counter- 
part in that prepared at Wertheim. The author of ‚the latter, 
the Wolffian Lorenz Schmidt, also made a name for hi 
as the translator of Spinoza’s Ztkics and its refutation by 
Wolff, as well as of Tindal’s book, Christianity as Old as the 
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through the influence of Baumgarten, to adopt a purely 
negative attitude towards Christianity. But by far the most 
famous and most advanced of those who were led through the 
Wolffian philosophy to a modification of their religious ıdeas, 
was HERMANN SAMUEL REIMARUS (22nd Dec., 1694, to ıst 
March, 1768). After studying at Jena first theology and then 
philology and philosophy, he spent some time as Privatdocent 
in philosophy at Wittenberg, and travelled through England 
and Holland.: He became rector of the school at Wismar, 
but was ultimately appointed Professor of Hebrew in the 
Johanneum at Hamburg, where he also delivered philological 
and philosophical lectures. Besides an edition of Dio Cassius, 
which he completed after the death of his father-in-law (Joh. 
Alb. Fabricius), we have from his pen: Discussions on the 
Chief Truths of Natural Religion, printed in 1754 (and often 
since) ; Doctrine of Reason, published a year later ; and lastly, 
Considerations on Instinct in Animals, 1760, which deals with 
a subject touched upon slightly in the Discusszons. It was not 
yuntil the year 1814 that what had long been suspected, was 
confirmed beyond the possibility of a doubt, and the world 
learned for certain that the anonymous Wolfenbüttel Frag- 
ments, which Lessing had published, are really parts of a 
larger work by Reimarus, which bears the title, Apology or 
Defence for the Rational Worshipper of God, etc., Hamburg, 
1767, and a manuscript copy of which is in the library at 
Hamburg. Besides the portions of this manuscript published 
by Lessing, about a fourth of the whole has been printed by 
W. Klose in Niedner's Zeitschrift (1850-52); and Dav. Fr. 
Strauss prepared an analysis of the rest. The fact that 
Reimarus professes to have been led to publish his Desczs- 
sions by his strong feeling against the atheism of France and 
against irreligion, and that further, this work was warmly 
praised as the best antidote to Spinozism and matenalism, 
and was translated on that showing into Dutch, French, and 
English, while all the while his AoJogy,—the most powerful 
scientific attack that had up till then been directed against 
Christianity —was Iying hidden in his desk, is neither so in- 
comprehensible nor so striking an instance of the irony of fate 
as many suppose. The view of the world held by Reimarus 
is thoroughly teleological ; and his investigations into external 
and internal perfection (Dise. iii., $ 4) show how carefully he 
had examined the category of adaptation to an end, and to 
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wisdom and goodness of God, is religion, according to the 
view of Reimarus. And what he says (x.) of its benefits, and 
of the misery of him who is devoid of it, is so warmly ex- 
pressed that there can be no doubt it comes from the heart. 
This religious feeling, however, is in no way inconsistent with 
the negative attitude towards Christianity adopted in the 
Apology, in the first part of which a destructive criticism is 
directed against the Old Testament, in the second against 
the New, in the third against the Protestant body of doctrine. 
From this we see that he himself is one of those whom he 
mentions in the preface to the Discussions, as having “ come 
to feel contempt and inward hatred of their religion” because 
“they were brought up in a Church in which what is essential 
is choked by excess of nonsense and superstition.” Holding 
such views, he could not but take exception to some points of 
Church doctrine, and these points just the most critica. He 
attached so much importance to the existence of God above 
and beyond the world, that he declared it an impossibility that 
the world should possess divine attributes ; was it then con- 
ceivable that he would admit that the attribute of divinity or 
Godhead should belong to an individual man, who is merely a 
part ofthe world? The real purpose of the world was, ın his 
view, the greatest possible amount of pleasure for all living 
beings ; was it possible that he shculd accept the theory of 
eternal punishment? (He himself says that it was this theory 
that first led him astray.) Lastly, in Reimarus’ opinion, religion 
rested entirely upon the wise ordering of the world. Every 
interruption of this must either be at variance with the wisdom 
of God, or, if it is necessary, will be a proof that the foresight 
of God has not been perfect. Every miracle must therefore 
be absolutely rejected ; and it is not difficult to see that with 
the miraculous there also disappears almost entirely what is 
called special Providence. But all these views, which he was 
bound to reject just because he was so much in earnest with 
his natural theology, were urged upon his acceptance by Chris- 
tianity, which, like the orthodox of his time, he completely 
identifies with the Bible. Against the Bible, accordingly, he 
had to take uparms. And since for him, as well as for his 
opponents, the whole Scripture narrative wears the aspect of 
historical fact, he has no resource but to represent the narrators, 
or even the hero of those narratives, as impostors, which is 
what he actually does in the fragment, Or the Object of Jesus. 
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wisdom and goodness of God, is religion, according to the 
view of Reimarus. And what he says (x.) of its benefits, and 
of the misery of him who is devoid of it, is so warmly ex- 
pressed that there can be no doubt it comes from the heart. 
This religious feeling, however, is in no way inconsistent with 
the negative attitude towards Christianity adopted in the 
Afology, in the first part of which a destructive criticism is 
directed against the Old Testament, in the second against 
the New, in the third against the Protestant body of doctrine. 
From this we see that he himself is one of those whom he 
mentions in the preface to the Discussions, as having ‘“‘ come 
to feel contempt and inward hatred of their religion ” because 
“they were brought up in a Church in which what is essential 
is choked by excess of nonsense and superstition.” Holding 
such views, he could not but take exception to some points of 
Church doctrine, and these points just the most critica. He 
attached so much importance to the existence of God above 
and beyond the world, that he declared it an impossibility that 
the world should possess divine attributes ; was it then con- 
ceivable that he would admit that the attrıbute of divinity.or 
Godhead should belong to an individual man, who is merely a 
part ofthe world? The real purpose of the world was, in his 
view, the greatest possible amount of pleasure for all living 
beings ; was it possible that he should accept the theory of 
eternal punishment? (He himself says that it was this theory 
that first led him astray.) Lastly, in Reimarus’ opinion, religion 
rested entirely upon the wise ordering of the world. Every 
interruption of this must either be at variance with the wisdom 
of God, or, if it is necessary, will be a proof that the foresight 
of God has not been perfect. Every miracle must therefore 
be absolutely rejected ; and it is not difficult to see that with 
the miraculous there also disappears almost entirely what is 
called special Providence. But all these views, which he was 
bound to reject just because he was so much in earnest with 
his natural theology, were urged upon his acceptance by Chris- 
tianity, which, like the orthodox of his time, he completely 
identifies with the Bible. Against the Bible, accordingly, he 
had to take uparms. And since for him, as well as for his 
opponents, the whole Scripture narrative wears the aspect of 
historical fact, he has no resource but to represent the narrators, 
or even the hero of those narratives, as impostors, which is 
what he actually does in the fragment, Or the Object of Jesus. 
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reconciled the opposition between the Judaic Christianity of 
Peter .and the gnosticism of Paul. This marks him as a 
pioneer in Church history ; and, on the dogmatic side of his 
subject, it found a parallel in his distinction between religion 
and theology, «ipvyua and doyna, private religion and local 
(ecclesiastical) doctrine.e He protested most energetically 
against a “local” theology being made a standard for all times, 
professing to see in thisa Judaizing and hierarchical tendency. 
But the distinction just mentioned made it possible for him to 
combine with that protest the view that in our age, which ıs 
not apt at organizing, the “territorial” Church system is the 
only means of preserving peace. This explains his attack 
upon Bahrdt's Confession of Faith and upon the Wolfenbüttel 
Fragments, as well as his defence of the Prussian religious 
edict, and so on. Lessing, as we see from an essay published 
after his death, held that this distinction was untenable ; and 
Lessing’s attack was repeated in almost identical language by 
Schulz (1739 to 2ıst Aug., 1823), the “ Gzelsdorfer" or “Zopf," 
whose advanced position is characterized by individualism to a 
Breater extent than is that of any of those intellectually akin to 

im. For in his Demonstration of the vast Difference between 
Morality and Religion (Frkf. and Leips., 1786), he gives up the 
belief in God’s existence, while he continues to maintain that 
in personal immortality. Semler's own contemporaries too, as 
well as later generations, have refused to believe that he was 
in earnest in defending the privileges of the national Church. 
On the other hand, however, this distinction contributed 
largely to soothe the consciences of those theologians who, like 
him, softened the views of the English deists so far as to make 
them compatible with practical service in the Church. This 
compromise, which soon came to be called Theism or even 
Rational Christianity, was defended by those much-respected 
preachers who looked beyond mere distinctions of confession, 
and devoted their attention chiefly to morality. These were 
Sack (1 703-1783) and Spalding (1714-1804) in Berlin, and 
Jerusalem (1709-1789) in Brunswick, all of whom regarded 
natural religion as the essence of Christianity, and everything 
positive as merely a deliberate addition, which was necessary 
perhaps for the weak, but which did not affect the strong. 
Wilh. Abr. Teller, of Berlin (1734-1804), actually ‘“ coupled 
before the altar of humanity,” not merely the Lutheran and 
“the Reformed confession but also “ Judaism and Christianity.” 
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his Popular Letters on the Bible, 1782-91, and his System of 
Moral Religion, 1787. After leaving Giessen, he had held 
the post of director of the Philanthropin at Marschlins, and 
then of general superintendent at Dürkheim on the Hardt. 
From 1779 till his death he lived in or near Halle,. without 
occupying any official position. The hurriediy-composed 
compendia for lectures which he delivered in Halle on 
eloquence, metaphysics, and so on, did not interest either the 
educated or the uneducated, nearly so much as did a great 
number of controversial works, which roused the wrath of the 
former and gave intense pleasure to the latter. In these, Bahrdt 
attacked Michaelis of Göttingen, “ Zopf” Schulz, Zimmermann, 
and above all Semler and the theological faculty at Halle. 
Two satires against the edict of religion, —in spite of the fact 
that he disavowed the authorship of them, —and the part he 
took in a German secret society, resembling the order of 
Illuminati, and a modification of the order of Freemasons, 
to the latter of which Bahrdt naturally belonged, led to his 
imprisonment. He was a year in confinement, and busied 
himself in writing new books. Soon after his release he died, 
‚despised by the better among his contemporaries but highly 
popular with the multitude As Bahrdt's literary activity was 
not confined to the religious sphere, but also dealt with the 
theory of education, and indeed, in his masonic labours, with 
the revolution of society, he will be the most suitable figure 
from whom to pass to the second point that requires to be 
considered, before going on to speak of those who may be 
called the philosophers of the period of the Enlightenment. 

6. This is the Social Endightenment. The corresponding 
religious movement had among its representatives those who 
found satisfaction in the enjoyment of the feeling that they 
were freeand unprejudiced, z.e. not slaves, but masters, even 
although no one (Reimarus is a case in point), or only the small 
circle of the educated, shared this enjoyment. In the social 
movement of the period, on the contrary, special importance 
is attached to that part of our formula (v2d. s#d ı) which says 
that the individual must (first) be brought into this state of 
liberty. Accordingly it assumes the form of a vast educational 
process, in which we have, on the one side, those who have 
already reached the light and are capable of takıng care of 
themselves, and on the other, the weaklings who are entrusted 
to their charge. The first place among these ‘ Enlightening ’ 
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being meant for him their earthiy happiness, for that was the 
only happiness he knew of. For this purpose the State must 
be outwardly strong and respected, while at home comfort 
and intelligence must be generally distributed. The one was 
essential to the glory, the other to the prosperity, of those who 
could not attain to either of these without hisassistance. The 
former he achieved as the greatest statesman and warrior of 
his time, the latter as the man who, in acuteness of intellect, 
was head and shoulders above his contemporaries. His 
powers were as patent to himself as they were to every one 
else, and this explains the absence of opposition to what has 
been called Enlightened,—and it must be added, Enlightening, 
—despotism, a quality of which Frederick, more than any 
one else, was the incarnation. Its principle is, that as all 
are so incapable of looking after themselves, they must be 
compelled to be rational and happy. And the right of the 
man of superior wisdom to exercise this compulsion seemed 
so much a matter of course to everybody, that when Frederick 
ordered one of his officials, on pain of dismissal, to indulge in. 
the educative pleasure of visiting the theatre, not a si A Ccty 
of alarm was raised on behalf of the “silly bigot.” In the 
progress of this period towards reasonableness and light, much 
less importance is attached to following understanding, than 
to the fact that understanding is something belonging to our- 
selves. Naturally, therefore, he whose function it is to bring 
men to reason, must himself entertain, and must also spread 
amongst those whom he teaches, a dislike, or even a hatred of 
the established order of things—of allby which man finds him- 
self limited when he comes into the world, or as he grows 
up in it. Among limitations of this kind are nationality and 
its chief manifestation, language, in which it ıs embodied. 
Characteristically enough, Frederick had a contempt for tlfe 
German tongue ; he himself employed the language which in 
his time was as much the language of the educated world as 
was the language of the Church in the Middle Ages. Equally 
characteristic was the attitude he adopted to the one national 
institution, the Imperial Constitution of the German nation. 
The more he made his subjects feel that they were Prussians, 
and his foes that they were Saxons and Austrians,—those who 
were neither had, as Goethe puts it, no resource left but to be- 
come Fritzisch (Frederick’s men), —the more was the natural 
order.of things sacrificed to what was purely arbitrary. The 
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life was not the abstract idea of humanity, with its subdivision 
of everything into units, but citizenship, with its positive 
religion and its respect for rank. Another instance was Fr. 
Karl von Moser (18 Dec., 1723, to 1798), who inherited from 
his father the well-deserved name of gentleman. Although, 
in his Master and Servant, he had almost adopted the point 
of view of Enlightened despotism, yet in his book, Or the 
National Spirit of Germany, 1765, and his Record of Pat- 
. riotism, 1784-1790, he attacked Frederick as the most dan- 
gerous foe of Imperial unity. Although he was the greatest, 
Frederick was not by any means the only monarch who 
educated his people. The march of the times strengthened 
the force of his example. The reforms undertaken from 
above in Bavaria, Baden, Saxony, Brunswick, Dessau, etc., 
dwindle into insignificance when compared with those at- 
tempted.by Frederick’s most able rival, Catherine the Second, 
and by his most enthusiastic imitator, the son of his bitter 
enemy. ]Joseph’s heart cherished more love than that of 
Frederick, but he lacked the clear understanding of the man 
he tried to follow. And thusa tragic fate overtook him, for 
at the end of his career he was compelled to revoke all his 
previous ordinances. It was otherwise with Frederick. No 
single scheme of his failed of its accomplishment. Prussia 
was respected abroad, and at home was as enlightened and 
as free from prejudices as he could have wished it to be. And 
yet there was a tragic element in his lifetoo. He was not in- 
deed, like Joseph, brought to see that it was an impossibility 
to force freedom upon the slave who loves his chains ; but he 
came to know with sorrow that those who had shaken off 
their prejudices at his command, remained in bondage /o Am. 
The forty-six years of the reign of their greatest King fur- 
nished perhaps the main reason why the Prussian people 
were for so many years destitute of enthusiasm, and therefore 
of capacity, for self-government. 

7. Subjects formed an unresisting mass in the hands of 
those rulers to whose care they had been entrusted.by a higher 
power, acting through the laws of succession. And the same 
relation was repeated on a smaller scale in the case of children, 
who were unable to act for themselves, and who were handed 
over by their natural masters (their parents) to those who 
were busy with experiments in rational education. Even 
before Locke’s educational principles had been stripped by 
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in the same direction. He hailed Rousseau with enthusiasm, 
when he met him on the path he himself had already entered 
upon. (Campe, a kindred spirit, always called Rousseau “ his 
patron saint.’) In 1768, ın his Remonstrance to Friends, etc., 
he put forward the demand that we should not educate chil- 
dren to be scholars, but to be men ; this would be effected if, 
in the giving of instruction, play were substituted for gloomy 
seriousness, and if therefore the mind were kept occupied 
solely with concrete things, instead of being early made fami- 
liar with abstract ıdeas ; practical utility müst, he urged, 
always be kept in view, so that, for example, the boy would 
learn Latin solely through actually using it, and would do so 
with a view to actually employing it in speaking. The climax 
of his educational activity was the opening (1774) of the 
“ Philantropin” ın Dessau, to which, with a view of making 
men, he invited, not merely the children of Christian parents, 
but the children of men of all creeds (z.e., of Jews as well). 
Simultaneousiy with this, there appeared the Handbook for 
Parents and the Zlementary Work. His want of perseverance 
and of moral control account for the fact that, as earlyas 1776, 
he transferred the conduct of the institution to stronger hands. 
The restless wandering life which he now began, came to an 
end on July 25th, 1790, at Magdeburg, while his contem- 

orary, Bahrdt, was lying in prison there. His work survived 
him. For institutions of a similar character sprang up, and, 
what was even more important, the principles upon which they 
were based, were applied in education outside of them. The 
names of Wolke, Campe, Salzmann, Gutsmuths, and others, are 
of importance in the history of education, because they once 
again combined education more with instruction, and because 
they made a place for practical branches even in the most 
scholastic of schools. On the whole, however, it must be 
admitted that failure was the usual result of the attempt to 
educate children to be “ men,” zof scholars, #0£ gentlemen, of 
Christians, etc., z.e., to emancipate men from all real ties and 
associations. (Hence, too, the best book for which we are in- 
debted to these “ Philanthropists,” represents Robinson Crusoe 
living contentedly upon his solitary island.) The picture of 
modern education drawn by Justus Möser, and the specimen 
of it that Iffland gives upon the stage, can hardly be pure 
calumny. What Basedow and the other “ Philanthropists " 
attempted to do for the middle classes, was undertaken almost 
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should Jimit the sphere of their activity. They wished to be 
teachers, not of their own subjects, like Frederick and his 
imitators, not of their own “ Philantropin,” or landed estate, 
like Basedow and Rochow, but of the world ; and the language 
they used, was not like that of the author who is addressing 
men capable of thinking for themselves, and who hopes to 
convince by argument, but like that of those who try to keep 
people in leading strings. As it was hardly likely that the 
world would willingly accept this subordinate position, strata- 
gem had to be employed to compel it to do so, and SECRET 
SOCIETIES were used to further the Enlightenment. They aimed 
at extending their ramifications throughout the whole world, 
and leading it to the truth by Iying artifices, and at spreading 
light by darkness and through all sorts of dark devices. They 
forın a counterpart to the princes who tried to force people 
to be free, and to the educationalists who blessed children 
by depriving them of their childhood. The most impor- 
tant, because the most characteristic, of these societies was 
the order of Illuminati, which attempted to do, not for the 
religious Enlightenment alone, but for the Enlightenment in 
general, what the Freemasons had done for deism, particularly 
in Iingland, and what the Jesuits had done for the Papacy in 
its decline. Both of these were consciously adopted as 
models by Apam WeısHaupr (born Feb. 6th, 1748), pro- 
fessor of ecclesiastical law at Ingolstadt, who, owing to his 
hostility to the Order of the Jesuits, which continued its 
activity in spite of its suppression, was led to found upon May 
ıst, 1776, arıval Order which was to outdo the children of 
dlarkness by its exertions on behalf of the light. This light, 
—a mixture of ideas borrowed partly from Leibnitz, Wolfl, 
Rousseau, and Basedow, and partly from Robinet, Helvetius, 
and Diderot,—was to be made supreme by means of a secret 
society (the Perfectibilists, or Irzumixatı). This society, 
sarticularly after the accession of the Baron von Knigge 
ıoch Öct., 1752, to 6th May, 1796), with his rich and varied 
experience, took the Masonic lodges as a model. Its aim was 
to free men from all limitations, and therefore, ultimately, from 
those of nationality and of civil ties, further “ farre valoır la 
raison,” and therefore to begin a battle against pedantry, in- 
tolerunce, theology, and constitutional rule. As men in their 
present condition were quite unfit for this, it was gradually to 
prepare them for such a movement by stratagem, which could 





310 SECOND PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [8 293, 9 


still less by his Py£hagoras, or Considerations on the Secret Art 
of Diplomacy and Government, 1790. In his work On Truth 
and Moral Perfection (1793), Weishaupt comes forward as 
an opponent of Kant’s, an attitude he maintained until his 
death (18th Oct., 1830). In these apologetic writings he 
made the characteristic feature of the Enlightenment consist 
in the opposition to everything that disturbs the pleasure and 
happiness of men ; but he lays special stress upon the fact that 
it is not sensual pleasure that makes men happy, but only the 
inward peace that lies in the consciousness of being oneself 
free from prejudices and of helping others to reach the same 
position. 

B. Bauer: Freimaurer, Jesuiten und Illuminaten in ihrem geschichtlichen 
Zusammenhange. Berlin, 1863. 


9. Just as the Empirical Psychologists had approximated 
to Sensationalism and Materialism in respect of the source 
they drew from and the method they employed, so the leaders 
of the social and religious Enlightenment in Germany had 
done in respect of the content of their principles. This was 
possible because both movements were individualistic, opposed 
to every theory of an organic whole, and therefore hostile to 
that view which advocated the absorption of the individual 
thing by the organic whole, as Spinoza had done. At the 
same time, such an approximation was made much easier for 
German than for French thinkers, because their leaders had 
plainly paved the way for a reconciliation with the opposite 
point of view— Thomasius by his praise of the eclectic philo- 
sophy, Wolff by his substitution of empirical for rational psycho- 
logy,‚— while Baumgarten and Meier, in their investigations 
into the beautiful, had indicated the point that can be opened 
to the light, only if man be regarded at once as a thinking 
and as a corporeal being. The reconciliation in this case, 
however, was merely external ; the elements that were com- 
bined, remained what they had been before, and we cannot 
apply the expressions Ideal-realism or Real-idealism, for these 
naturally suggest an organic combination of the two tendencies, 
in which the opposition disappears in a higher unity z.e., is 
at once denied and maintained. The philosophy of the En- 
lightenment, too, to the consideration of which we must now 
pass and which gave definite expression to the principle that 

ad guided the efforts we have been describing, could not 
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THIRD DIVISION. 
Pbhilosopbers for tbe World, 


$ 294. 


ı. Amonc the men who have to be discussed here, there is 
hardly one who does not quote somewhere or other Pope's 
saying ‘‘ The proper study of mankind is man” ; and accord- 
ingly, in view of the formula laid down in the preceding section, 
: we need not be surprised that they regarded the advocates of 
religious and social Enlightenment as kindred spirits, and that 
this feeling was reciprocated. Similarly, it was the supreme 
position thus assigned to man that justified us, when we were 
speaking of the Sophists ($ 54), in frequently referring to the 
Enlightenment of the eighteenth century. And yet we may 
hesitate before calling these men the Sophists of our era 
Not merely because, in spite of all attempts to keep up its 
dignity, the word “sophist" has an evil sound, but because a 
comparison of this kind does not lay sufficient stress upon the 
difference between the man whom Protagoras looks upon as 
the measure of all things, and the man who in Mendelssohn’s 
view is higher than all things. The man of the eighteenth 
century, separated by two thousand years from the Sophists, 
finds himself hemmed in amidst a large number of moral 
relations and concerns of all sorts, of which the Sophists 
had absolutely no idea. As the aim of the leaders of the 
modern movement was to make man independent of all these 
ties, and to place him upon his own feet, the strength of mind 
and capacity which they advocate involves a great deal more 
than the mere ability to make anything out of anything, and thus 
to turn a bad argument into a triumphant one. It involves 
more, not merely something different ; and therefore all that 
was said of the Sophists, holds good of these Philosophers for 
the World, but the converse is not true. Hence we shall find 
that in their eclecticism these philosophers could not but adopt, 
Just as the Sophists had done, the sceptical element without 
which no syncretism is possible at all (vd. $ 104) ; and we need 
not be surprised at their often-repeated assertion that the differ- 
ences between systems are unessential and only affect the form 
of expression. On the other hand, we shall not find among 
the Sophists anything to correspond to the polemic of the 
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grounds as well) did not wish to have Hegel admitted as a 
member, all men of penetration have recognised that, owing 
to his despotic character ($ 12), the epoch-making founder of a 
philosophical system must necessarily be excluded from the re- 
publican institution which is called an Academy. While this 
is so, a number of circumstances combined in the case of the 
Berlin Academy to make it the seat of an anti-scholastic 
popular philosophy. When Frederick the Great revived the 
decaying institution of Leibnitz as a Royal Academy, and 
introduced the unheard-of innovation of a section for specula- 
tive philosophy, as well as the doubtless novel arrangement 
that the King should not merely be the patron of the institute 
but should also read in it papers written by himself, there 
could be no doubt what form of philosophy was to take up its 
abode in this creation of a prince who, in spite of his French 
education, was so thoroughly German—-this incarnation of the 
Enlightenment. It could only be that of which he himself, 
the hero and philosopher of Sans Souci, was an adherent. 
Hence it could be no pedantic philosophy of the Schools ; it 
was bound to be one which should appeal to the don sens of 
good society, and there further the purposes of Enlightenment. 
It would have been inconsistent with this, had the records of 
the Academy appeared in the language of the learned, as the 
Miscellanea Berolinensia had done up tillnow. Rather, the 
language of the courts, French, was declared to be the official 
language of the Academy, and in it were published, in the 
Histoire de U Academie Royale, even those papers which had 
originally been written in German or in Latin. The first 
president was aman who had been proscribed from France; 
and the vice-president and perpetual secretary were two men 
who belonged to the French colony in Berlin. These facts 
may be said to be quite as characteristic, as the unfavourable 
reception accorded to the views that exhibited a pure form 
of French realism or of German idealism. Wolff saw in- 
stinctively that he would not be at home in this society of 
men of the world, and declined the post of vice-president ; 
Lamettrie, on the other hand, and the well-informed but 
superficial D’Argens, failed to earn great respect in it, in spite 
of the favour ofthe King, who introduced them to the Academy. 
Indeed, much the same may be said even of a man like Johann 
Philipp Hein (born 1688), who was certain to be very highly 
esteemed, not merely because he had already been a member 
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most subjective part of him, his sensations and feelings, in a 
word, what is called his heart, attention is particularly directed 
to this. The prevailing fashion of writing autobiographies, 
which has been already noted, the contributions to the know- 
ledge of the human heart, which proceed from a kindred in- 
terest, the investigations into dreams, into madness and crime, 
—all are ultimately based upon nothing but the interest in 
what makes the man into an individual. Now, since the in- 
dividual is not, like the universal, discovered by thought but 
by perception, it is natural that, in these studies of man, obser- 
vatıon should play the most important part. Hence the con- 
nection with Rousseau, with the Empirical Psychologists, and 
with the Scottish School when it afterwatds arose. This 
interest in individual personality explains also the eagerness 
with which these philosophers discuss the question of im- 
mortality. In this connection, it is characteristic that all 
theological arguments are expressiy excluded. In other 
words, the purpose of these thinkers is to assure man of his 
continued existence, simply as a human atom and quite apart 
from his relation to God, distinct from the Divine government 
of the world or the Kingdom of Heaven. What wonder if 
the proofs brought forward are the same as those employed to 
demonstrate the indestructibility of an atom!. It goes with- 
out sayıng, that on the question of eternal punishment these 
philosophers ranged themselves on the side, not of Leibnitz, 
but of Wolff (zzd. $ 293, 2). For them the individual as such 
was the highest end, and any destiny which did not ultimately 
compass his happiness, was therefore an absurdity. 

3. We shall begin, then, with an account of the popular 
philosophy so far as it was Zinged with realism. And here our 
attention ıs at once demanded by PıErRE Louis MOREAU DE 
MAUPERTUIS (28th Sept., 1698 to 27th July, 1759), who was 
for many years president of the Berlin Academy. He was 
one of the first in France to adopt Newton’s views, and he 
was also the occasion of Voltaires English Letters. He 
first came into notice by taking part in an Arctic expedition 
that settled the dispute between Cassini and the followers 
of Newton as to the shape of the earth. In 1745 he took 
up his residence ın Berlin ; and it was in the Academy that 
he first brought forward the Lo: de Ja moindre action, which 
was afterwards developed into greater detail in his Zssar de 
Cosmologie, Leyden, 1751, and was zealously defended by Euler 
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theory shortly afterwards developed by Robinet (vzd. $ 285, 
5). It is unnecessary to give any detailed account of how he 
deals with the question of immortality, or of his proofs for the 
existence of God. In the latter, he makes the ontological 
argument the basis of all the rest, while this in its turn is 
founded upon the proposition that we have an innate idea of 
God, just as all men have an innate consciousness of their 
own existence. 

4. Just as Maupertuis became a centre of attraction for 
Frenchmen, and Formey for the descendants of the French 
colony at Berlin, so LEONHARD EuLer (15th April, 1707, to Yth 
Sept., 1783), during the fiıfteen years of his residence in Berlin, 
took care that the Academy should berecruited from-the ranks 
of the Swiss. The great mathematician had originally been 
trained by Joh. Bernoullii. However high the position he as- 
signed to Leibnitz in his own particular subject, he was utterly 
unable to reconcile himself to his philosophy. This is shown 
not merely by the fact that, through his influence, a treatise 
written to confute the Monadologie was crowned, but also 
directly by the interesting paper which Euler laid before the 
Academy, and in which he argued against the theory of the 
ideal nature of time and space. Among the Swiss who 
worked in the section of the Academy devoted to speculative 
philosophy, the first that calls for mention is NiıcoLAs DE 
BEGuELın (25th June, 1714, to 3rd Feb., 1789), who, since 
every philosophical system looks at things only from one side, 
urged that we should choose from the various systems all that 
was most surely established. In accordance with this advice, 
he attempted to put an end to the dispute between the followers 
of Leibnitz and of Newton by trying to show that the law of 
gravitation was deducible from the graduated series of monads. 
Similarly, he proposes ın his psychological inquiries to combine 
the Lockian principle of observation with Leibnitz’s deduction 
from the power of perception. This intermediate position 
explains why, in the five papers upon the first principles of 
metaphysics, which are to be found in the records of the 
Academy, there is so much that is suggestive of Kant. More 
important than Beguelin was his fellow-countryman, JOHANN 
BERNHARD MERIAN (28th Sept., 1723 to 1807), who from 1748 
onwards resided in Berlin, and who, after Formey’s death, 
became permanent secretary of the Academy, to the interests 
of which he devoted all his energies. Following his own 
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Wolff contrasted the faculty of knowledge and the faculty 
of will, seemed to him to imply an undue disregard of the 
sensations of what is agreeable and what is disagreeable. 
Accordingly, he had recourse to Leibnitz’s obscure perceptions, 
and saw in these the first springs of feeling or sensibility, 
which he distinguishes from the power of knowing. His 
»sthetic philosophy is based upon his inquiries into the feel- 
ing of what is agreeable, as these were laid before the 
Academy in 1751 and 1752. Like the followers of Wolff, he 
makes the nature of the beautiful consist in perfection, z.e., 
plurality in unity ; but, at the same time, he is careful to point 
out that our pleasure in it rests solely upon the feeling of 
heightened intellectual activity. Thus, in his view, the enjoy- 
ment of the beautiful ranks higher than sensual enjoyment, 
but lower than moral satisfaction, to the latter of which it 
should therefore be made subservient.e He insists very 
decidedly that zsthetic taste is not nearly so subjective a 
thing as physical taste ; there are objective reasons why one 
thing ıs beautiful, and why ıt is more beautiful than another. 
(Sulzer here, exactly as Lessing dıd afterwards, ranks epic 
higher than dramatic poetry,—a position which neither of 
them continued to maintain.) While the points ın which he 
agreed with Wolff, accounted for the recognition accorded to 
Sulzer's zsthetic labours even by adherents of Gottsched, his 
friendly relations with Bodmer and Breitinger and his conse- 
quent maxim to deduce rules from acknowledged (especially 
English) works of art, instead of laying them down a Zriorı, 
explain why he was so much praised by Gottsched’s oppo- 
nents. For a long time he was looked upon as the highest 
authority in ssthetics. For the rest, the circumstance that 
Sulzer read in public in the German language the papers he 
laid before the Academy, and that he wrote his more im- 
portant works in German, may be taken to indicate a pre. 
ponderance of the German element in the Academy, which 
accounts for the conduct of the Parisians in beginning to make 
merry over its idiom. The same thing would have happened 
to Philo, had an Athenian come to Alexandria. Premontval 
(1716-1764) made himself the mouthpiece of this reaction 
against the tendency of the Academy to become German. In 
the papers he presented to it, and in other writings (Da ZZazard 
sous Ü Empire de la Providence, 1754; Diogene de d’ Alembert, 
1754; Vue Philosophigue, 1756, etc.), he was never tired of 
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of the Berlin Academy, in so far as the men who advocated 
or propagated such views, had either been actual members 
of that Academy, or were at least connected with it as cor- 
respondents and /aureati. PıERRE Pr£vost (z3rd March, 
1751to 8th April, 1839) belonged to the former class. He was 
educated in Geneva under Le Sage, a disciple of Newton’s ; 
and in 1780, after spending some time in Holland, in England, 
and in Paris, he became Sulzer's successor in the Academy at 
Berlin. While there, he conceived such an admiration for 
Merian, that he may be called his most faithful pupil. It was 
Merian who first drew his attention to Lambert. In 1784 
he was appointed professor of literature at Geneva, and in 
1793 he exchanged this chair for that of philosophy. From 
this period dates that activity through which he exercised 
such an influence up to the time of his death. Philosophy, 
which should rest solely upon observation, is the investigation 
of nature. When it deals with material nature, it is physics ; 
when it deals with intellectual nature, it is metaphysics. The 
latter science, therefore, rests entirely upon introspection ; and 
it should deal with the three fundamental faculties of the 
mind—feeling, faculty of knowledge, and will. Directions how 
to observe correctly were given long ago; and hence the 
philosopher cannot dispense with the study of the history of 
philosophy. Of the three schools which he distinguishes— 
the French, the German, and the Scottish,— he ranks the last- 
mentioned highest. (This explains, too, why he translated 
Dugald Stewart.) Condillac he places far below Bonnet, and 
Kant below Leibnitz and Wolff. In general, however, he 
attaches much less importance to the German school, than to 
either of the others. Among his works, we must specially 
note the Zssars de Phulosophic, 2 vols., 1804, which contain a 
selection from his lectures. His valuable treatises upon mag- 
netism and upon the influence exercised by symbols in the 
formation of ideas, were very warmly received, and he gave 
proof of the gratceful recollection he cherished of Berlin, by 
continuing a contributor to the Derliner Monatsschrift. A 
remarkable and many-sided culture was the chief characteris- 
tic of the man, through whom the scientific condition of 
Geneva experienced a modification no less important than it 
had done once before, when Chouet transplanted Cartesianism 
thither. 

6. It was men who, though not former members of the 
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are specially worthy of mention, —/zstıtutiones logice et meta- 
physıce, Frankf., 1777 (often reprinted) ; /rvestigations into 
the Human Will, Göttingen and Lemgo, 1779-93, 4 pts.; 
and his autobiography, edited by his son: /. G. ZH. Feder's 
Life, Character and Principles, Leips., 1825. To the last- 
mentioned are appended general propositions, which contain 
the main points of Feder's philosophy. According to these, 
philosophy has only to do with man ; everything with which it 
deals, ultimately depends upon him for its existence, nor is it 
ever to be forgotten that only Moderata durant. Following this 
principle, Feder adopts a point of view which he calls philo- 
sophical realism, and from which it is impossible to discern 
any difference between Kant and Berkeley ; but headmits that 
the nature of things is known only as modified in, and accord- 
ing to, our knowledge of them. In ethics, while refusing to 
accept either such a determinism as Spinoza's, or such a 
freedom from determination as Crusius had maintained, he 
keeps firm hold of the fact, that we consider ourselves as free, 
that we accuse and excuse ourselves. The end of action is 
peace of mind, resting upon the approval of conscience. In 
political philosophy, his masters were Locke and Rousseau ; 
but he qualified to some extent the revolutionary conclusions 
of their principles, particularly after the experience of the 
Reign of Terror. He reached the zenith of his fame in the 
years immediately succeeding 1780. Andthe order of the Illu- 
minati considered it a great triumph to have secured the adhe- 
rence of Feder (Marcus Aurelius). A review of the Criliqgue 
of Pure Reason, written by Garve and revised by Feder, 
appeared in the Göftinger Gelehrte Zeitung. To this Kant 
published a crushing reply in his Prolegomena ; and from that 
moment Feder’s reputation speedily declined. His work, On 
Spacc, Time and Causalıty was coldly received; his Zzörary 
of Philosophy, edited conjointly with Meiners, soon collapsed, 
and he was glad to be able to exchange his chair for the post 
of director of a higher educational institution in Hanover. In 
spite of all his gentleness, he could never speak of the Critical 
School without bitterness.. His most intimate personal friend 
was CHRISTOPH MEINERS (1747-1810), who had also received 
the honour of being laureated by the Berlin Academy. This 
writer, in his Revision of Philosophy, published anonymously 
(Gött., 1772), expresses the opinion that philosophy should 
be based upon psychology ; and in his Ou£flıne of Psychology, 


326 SECOND PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 294, 7. 


|—— 


treatises. To Garve, more than to any one else, may be ap- 
plied the term “ sophist,” in the sense in which the word was 
employed by the later generation of Greeks. 

7. We have now to consider that form of popular philoso- 
phy which was finged with idealism, and which accordingly 
had no longer a French tendency, but was Surely German. 
That it asserted its superiority over what we have just been 
discussing— popular philosophy, so far as it was tinged with 
realism—even in Berlin, its greatest stronghold, was due to 
the action of the French party ın the Academy, who, how- 
ever, did not anticipate the results of the course they pursued. 
A prize was offered for a dissertation against the optimism of 
the school of Leibnitz and Wolff, a subject with the choice of 
which Sulzer had nothing to do ; and this provoked the cut- 
ting satire of Mendelssohn and Lessing, Pofe a Metaphysı- 
cian! 1755, the authors of which did not long remain unknown, 
in spite of the fact that it was published anonymously. (That 
both of them were afterwards elected members of the Academy, 
shows what a change a few years had produced.) These two, 
along with F. Nicolai, who was several years their junior, 
form the centre round which there group themselves all the 
other “ philosophers for the world,” whose tendencies were 
purely German. Their own contemporaries never doubted but 
that these three, as friends and associates in one work, should 
be all classed together ; but nowadays such an estimate is 
resented by many admirers of Lessing. They are partly 
right. For we shall see that, both subjectively and objectively, 
Lessing takes up a different position from the other two. But 
only partly right. For, in the first place, they fail to under- 
stand the relationship that actually existed between the three, 
if they suppose that Lessing always gave and that the other 
two merely received. Many ideas, the development of which 
has made Lessing famous, can be proved to have been origin- 
ally suggested to him by Mendelssohn. (Even in regard to 
language, Lachmann has affırmed, Lessing must have profited 
by his intercourse with one who had acquired a thorough know- 
ledge of High German, not in his childhood, but when he was 
possessed of all his powers.) In the second place, they over- 
ook the fact that Lessing died in the year in which Kant's 
Critique of Pure Reason appeared, and that therefore the 
struggles that went to make up his life, were directed only 
against expiring principles. Indeed, nothing but the kindness 
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published nothing but Hebrew, he came before the German 
public with the anonymous Zope a Metaphysician ! which he 
wrote in conjunction with Lessing, as well as with his Zeiters 
on Sensation, and his PArlosophical Dialogues. In the follow- 
ing year, there appeared his translation of Rousseau’s second 
Dijon prize-essay, with notes. He at first assisted Nicolai 
with his Zzörary of the Fine Arts; and from 1759 onwards, 
he was, along with Lessing, the most active contributor to the 
Letters on Literature. He learned Greek, and pursued the 
study of it earnestly in thecompany of Nicolai, with whom he 
also went once more carefully through Newton ; and in 1763 
he won the Academy’s prize with his work, On Evidence. (Kant 
was his fellow-competitor on that occasion.) With the PAzado, 
which appeared in 1767 and has been very often reprinted, 
he attained to the height of his fame, and to a position which 
but few German authors have succeeded in reaching. We 
cannot help being surprised that the challenge addressed to 
Mendelssohn by Lavater in 1769, either to refute Bonnet’s 
defence of Christianity or to become a Christian, was regarded 
by him not as unreasonable importunity, but as nothing less 
than a mortal offence. Perhaps he had a foreboding that in 
his reply that claim to an exclusively privileged position, 
which ıs just what makes a man a Jew, would assert itself too 
strongly, and that, in spite of all his dreams of equality, his 
isolated position would become apparent, For in that reply, 
Just as, long afterwards, in his Jerusalem, or Of Religious Power 
and Judarsm (1783), with all the fulness of conviction he 
declares his adherence, not to Deism but to Judaism ; and he 
makes the essential nature of the latter consist in the fact 
that, besides natural law—the commands laid upon the children 
of Noah, — which was given to all men, that by obedience to 
it they might attain to blessedness, the Jewish nation alone 
received the Mosaic law, from obedience to which even the 
transition to Christianity does not grant a dispensation. It 
is certain that this incident made him ill, and for the rest 
of his life even more irritable than he had been before. Nor 
could it tend much to improve his temper, that, when the 
Academy chose him as a member along with Garve in 1771, 
Frederick the Great struck his name out of the list. The 
Jewish Ritual, which appeared in 1778, and the translation of 
the Pentateuch into pure German, printed in Hebrew letters 
in 1780, show his zeal for reforms in his own religious com- 
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the metaphysics of Leibnitz and Wolff, to which Mendelssohn 
always professed adherence, an attitude quite in accordance 
with his repeated declaration that Baumgarten was the greatest 
metaphysician among living philosophers. But that’did not 
prevent him from borrowing a great deal from the opposite 
school of thought. That Locke was the first western philo- 
sopher whose works he read, and that Lessing had prompted 
him to study Shaftesbury, were circumstances which did not 
fail to affect him. In one of his earliest writings he says that 
we are bound to combine observation, in which the English 
surpass us, with reason, in which the Germans excel; and in 
his very last book he attempts to reconcile Hume’s view of 
causality with Wolff’s doctrine of the sufficient reason. In 
him too we can trace that sceptical tendency which has already 
been noted as a feature of all syncretism ; we often find him 
asserting that the dispute between materialists and idealists 
is one that concerns phrases much more tlıan matters of fact. 
And it is quite true that they are at one in regard to what is 
the main point in Mendelssohn’s metaphysics ; that is, they 
agree in holding that reality belongs only to the individual. 
Mendelssohn, therefore, differs in respect of his metaphysics 
from Baumgarten and all the other followers of Wolff, inas- 
much as he introduces into his system certain realist elements. 
But there is a further point of difference between them; for, in 
spite of the praise he bestows upon this queen of science, he 
still makes metaphysics merely a handmaid to free thought 
in religion and morality. So angry was he with Baumgarten 
for being an orthodox Christian, that he actually came to dis- 
trust his metaphysical system on the ground that none could 
be genuine which did not deliver him who held it, from pre- 
judices. (And his sceptical tendency compelled him to regard 
as prejudice every certainty that one was in possession of the 
truth. Like all the other men of the Enlightenment, Men- 
delssohn demands toleration with one single exception—none 
must be shown to those who are intolerant; and he regards 
every one as intolerant who declares : “ As my view is true, 
the opposite one cannot be true.” Hence Baumgarten, the 
orthodox Christian, is intolerant.) One consequence of the 
subordinate position which he assigns to it, is that in Men- 
delssohn metaphysics loses much of its purely theoretical 
character. He says in so many words, that it is merely a 
refinement of speculation to employ metaphysics otherwise 
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by Leibnitz between obscure, clear, and distinct perceptions 
($ 288,2). With these investigations are combined, not merely 
some that deal with the nature of art, but also an examination 
of the question of suicide, which shows how much value is here 
laid upon the individual existence. For the decision of this 
question, he says, it is quite indifferent whether man is immortal 
or not. The rational man will prefer a life of the greatest 
misery to non-existence. In the Phulosophical Dialogues, 
which appeared simultaneously, he shows that the harmony 
between body and soul, which results from the conception of 
the monads, is represented by Leibnitz as pre-established of 
God, simply to lead to the truth even those who reject the 
doctrine of monads, and that in thus modifying his theory 
Leibnitz borrowed a good deal from Spinoza.. Hethen goes 
on to compare Spinoza to Curtius, because he flung himself 
into the gulf on either side of which lay the true view—that 
of Leibnitz ; nor can we wonder at this comparison, in the 
light of what we have seen of his feeling against pantheism, 
which abandons individuality. Of the positive merit of pan- 
theism the individualist can have no appreciation. The fact 
that Mendelssohn here betrays an accurate acquaintance with 
Spinoza’s Zikics, and yet in the correspondence with Jacobi 
expresses himself in the well-known manner with regard to the 
Opera posthuma, compels us to suppose—unless we are willing 
to assume an utterly unheard-of act of forgetfulness—that he 
had only read the Z/k:es in the translation. In the last of the 
Dialogues, Leibnitz’s principle of the indistinguishable, as well 
as his distinction between necessary and contingent truths, is 
defended against Premontval, who has already been mentioned 
as eulogizing the French philosophers. When, in 1761, the 
two works just named re-appeared as the first volume of his 
philosophical writings, they were supplemented in the second 
volume by some essays, namely, Aapsody on Sensations, On 
the maın Principles of the Fine Arts and Sciences, On the 
Sublime and Naiwe in the Fine Sciences. The distinction 
between involuntary and arbitrary symbols supplies the basis 
of division for the separation of the fine sciences (poetry and 
eloquence) from the rest of the arts. These two are dıs- 
tinguished from one another, inasmuch as one aims at pleas- 
ing, the other at persuading. Painting and sculpture represent 
simultaneousiy what is sensuously perfect, music and poetry 
do so successively; and hence the difference in what they 


334 SECOND PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 2949. 


they, like Mendelssohn, maintained that the lot of all men 
after death was bound to be a happy one. But this was not 
all. The method of treating the subject in this “ compromise 
between translation and original work ” proved very attractive, 
and that just on account of a feature which many would. nowa- 
days regard as objectionable. Socrates, in the description of 
him prefixed to the Dialogwes, is transformed into an educated 
citizen of Berlin of the eighteenth century, who regards re- 
ligious enlightenment as the highest end, and who, on account 
of his moral excellence, may be excused for sometimes having 
visions. Just as the consuls of Rome used to be called 
“ burgomasters "—an affectation which people are again begin- 
ning to take pleasure in—so men were charmed if any great 
figure of antiquity were represented exactly like one of them- 
selves. It was just that, “So would I speak, if I were Christ,” 
to which attention has already been drawn ($ 293, ı). This 
modernizing spirit appeared most prominently in the last of 
the three Dialogues, of which even Mendelssohn himself admits, 
that in it he has made Socrates speak as he would häve spoken 
in our own day. The impossibility of God having predestined 
beings to misery, the impossibility of a being whose end is 
perfection, being checked in the effort to attain it, finally the 
necessity of a life after death, if a normal relation is to 
be established between actions and reward—these are the 
main arguments put forward here on behalf of immortality. 
Mendelssohn himself admits that they are borrowed from 
Baumgarten and Reimarus. It has been asserted by many, 
including Kant, that Mendelssohn’s Jerusalem is his finest 
work, and yet it was the signal for anumber who'had hitherto 
been his admirers, Hamann for example, openly to declare 
against him. The first part of this treatise contains the out- 
lines of Mendelssohn's natural law. He is strongly opposed 
to the view that duties and rights are only brought into exis- 
tence by the social contract ; according to him, the latter has 
merely the power of transforming imperfect obligations (of 
conscience) and rights into perfect (compulsory) rights and 
obligations. As such a transformation can only affect actions, 
and not thoughts or convictions, he declares in the most decided 
manner against every Church which, as a moral personality, 
wished to claim the right of binding its teachers to a creed, 
of exercising powers of discipline and excommunication, etc. 
Naturally it follows that the State acts irrationally if, by con- 
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10. FrRIEDRICH NicoLaı (1gth March, 1733, to 8th Jan., 1811) 
was also a self-taught man, though not nearly to such an: ex- 
tent as his friend Moses. After a somewhat unsystematic 
course of training at the Orphanage at Halle, and a very good 
one at the Real Schule in Berlin, he became an apprentice in 
a bookseller's shop at Frankfort-on-the-Oder. Here in his 
leisure hours he learned English, as well as Greek, which he 
had begun before but had afterwards given up; and he also 
read notes taken down at Baumgarten’s lectures. At Berlin, 
where he went with the intention of devoting himself entirely 
to the pursuit of knowledge, especially in zsthetics, he further 
enlarged his mind by the study of Wolff. The first thing 
that he printed was a controversial work upon Milton, 
published anonymously. Becoming acquainted with Lessing 
and Mendelssohn, he published, also anonymously, in 1755, 
his Leiters upon the Present State of the Fine Arts ın Ger- 
many. In the very next year, however, we see him enter 
upon the career where his strength really lies, that of an 
editor. When, in 1759, he was compelled to take over the 
charge of his father's bookshop, he resigned to Weisse of 
Leipsic the editorship of the Zzörary of the Fine Arts, which 
had been begun in 1757, and hethen started the Zeiters on the 
most Recent Literature, which continued to come out until 1765. 
These were quite distinct from Nicolai's greatest undertaking, 
the Universal German Library, which he edited single-handed 
for twenty-one years. He himself selected the reviewer for 
each work, and altered the reviews where he found it neces- 
sary ; and during all this time he only quarrelled with one of 
his fellow-workers, Klotz of Halle. It ıs not without reason 
that Nicolai, at the age of sixty, points with pride to the change 
in critical periodicals during the previous thirty years. Of the 
immense influence exerted by these three reviews during the 
period of their existence, no small part was due to the efforts 
of Nicolai; and accordingly what he did for the spread of 
“sound philosophy,” must be measured more by his activity 
as an editor than by his literary work. And yet it is of the 
latter alone that those people think, who talk of his verbosity, 
his platitudes, and so on. There can be no doubt that he is 
honest when he says that in writing he never thought of fame, 
but only of the public good ; and no doubt that he is straight- 
forward enough when he says of his own literary work, that 
he wrote like a dog lapping water from the Nile—others, 
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words of the Enlightenment and its leaders. Pietism, with 
the developments of which he became acquainted at Halle, 
found in him an unwearied foe. But the real field which he 
chose for the exercise of his activity, was the warfare against 
the order of the Jesuits. His eagerness to track out their 
secret movements earned for him the nickname of “the man 
with the good nose for Jesuits,” which reminds us of Frederick 
the Great's “man with the good nose for coffee.” Lavater, 
Sailer, and others were accused by him of wittingly or unwit- 
tingly furthering the ends of the Jesuits. It was no small 
triumph for his friends when it was discovered that the Court 
Chaplain Stark of Darmstadt, against whom he had directed 
so many attacks, had really been a Jesuit in disguise. The 
chief ground of his hatred towards them was the claim they 
put forward to be the sole possessors of the truth, a claim 
which found its natural complement in the desire to make 
proselytes.. Not seldom, it is true, he and his friends showed 
themselves very intolerant against intolerance, and strove to 
make proselytes against proselytizing. The social no less 
than the religious Ynlightenment won Nicolai’s approval. 
Thus he had a warm appreciation of the great monarchs 
who strove to educate nations. In particular, this incarna- 
tion of the spirit of Berlin, this indomitable patriot, cherished 
the deepest reverence for Frederick the Great, as may be 
gathered from the Azecdotes which he put together from the 
stories of the musician Quanz, of the Marquis D’Argens, 
and of Major Quintus Icilius (Guichard). But he was also a 
sincere admirer of Catherine the Second, Joseph the Second, 
and other Enlightened princes; and no less warm was his 
feeling towards the educational reformers, amongst whom he 
used particularly to eulogize Herr von Rochow. Lastly, as 
regards the secret societies of the Enlightenment, Nicolai, 
like all his contemporaries, took an interest in them; indeec 
he was a member of the order of Freemasons and of th 
Illuminati. But, as a matter of fact, mysticism was so muc 
against the grain of his nature that he could not give wa 
to it very far. His opinion. of Freemasonry in his woı 
upon the order of Templars, to the effect that it is a manı 
that receives all its value from him who wears it, proved tl 
he was not a very enthusiastic brother, and ultimately led 
his leaving the lodge. The order of the Illuminati he loı 
upon as an institution that could only impose upon yout 
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the heaviest burdens without a murmur, and in his will he 
remembered the town very much to its advantage. But the 
reverence with which this incarnation of the spirit of citizen- 
ship inspired even the representatives of the interest of the 
State, the friendship of a Dohm, the confidence of a Zedlitz— 
these prove, just like the attitude he adopts to the French 
Revolution, how intense was the loyalty with which he clung 
to the State to which he belonged. 


Fr. Nicolai: Ueber meine gelehrte Bildung. Berlin and Stettin, 1799. F.L.G. 
v. Göcking : /r. Nüolai’s Leben und literar. Nachlass. Berlin, 1820. 


ıs. Among the many younger men who gathered round 
Mendelssohn and Nicolai after Lessing had left Berlin, the 
first that calls for mention is JoHu. AucustT EBERHARD, of Hal- 
berstadt, (17th August, 1739 to 6th Jan., 1809). By his Mew 
Apology for Socrates (2 vols., Berlin, 1772 ; frequently re- 
printed since) he made a name for himself as an advocate of 
the theory that blessedness was possible for the heathen ; he 
became preacher at Charlottenburg, and in 1778 professor of 
philosophy at Halle, where he continued to be held in the 
greatest respect until his death, His General Theory of 
Thought and Sensation, Berlin, 1776, his Rational Moralıty, 
1781, and his Prolegomena to Natural Theology, Halle, 1781, 
although not so important as his first work, still show the 
same feeling of confidence as the works of his older friends 
did. This was before the appearance of Kants Crzıqgue. 
His attempt, however, to prove that Kant had really nothing 
new to teach, called forth a scornful reply, and showed that 
Eberhard’s point of view was an antiquated one. His reputa- 
tion survived longest in the domain of zsthetics, in which his 
Theory of the Fine Arts and Sciences, Halle, 1783, supple- 
mented afterwards by his Zandbook of -Esthetis, 4 vols., 
Halle, 1803-5, went through several edition. His General 
History of Philosophy, Halle, 1788, was also well received. 
To judge from Schleiermacher’s letters to Brinkmann, he must 
have exercised a very stimulating influence upon those who 
came into contact with him. The last of his more important 
writings are The Original Spirit of Christianity, 3 vols., Halle, 
1807-8, and Altempt towards a Complete German Synonymic, 
1795-1802, the first six volumes of which are by him (the last 
six by Maass and Gruber). The latter work, as well as the 
Dictionary of Synonyms in the German Language (Halle, 
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the labour involved in the thought was concealed by the grace- 
fulness of the style, the scientific basis of the whole by the 
conversational tone and the mixture of jest and earnest. But 
in this respect he is far surpassed by a somewhat younger 
man, who also belongs to the Berlin circle. This was JoHaNnN 
Jacog EnGeL (11th Sept., 1741, to 28th Jan., 1802), who carried 
farthest the cleverly reasoned examination of all possible sub- 
jects, which was at that time called philosophy, and from whom, 
therefore, we have borrowed the name which he bestowed 
upon it. Educated at the Universities of Rostock, Bützow 
(particularly under Tetens), and Leipsic, he perfected his style 
very early by exceedingly thorough classical studies, and trans- 
lations from ancient and modern languages. He also studied 
the history of philosophy ; but what interested him most was 
human nature, of which his opportunities at Leipsic gave him 
the most varied experience. His greatest friend was Garve; 
their mutual esteem was largely due to the fact that they were 
always arguing with each other. The small success which 
Garve met with as Privatdocent frightened Engel from adopt- 
ing this career, and he made his first public appearance as the 
author of two comedies, Te Grateful Son, 1770 and, T7%e 
Young Noble, 1772, both of which were well received. The 
year 1774 he spent at Gotha, in order to be near Seidler's com- 
pany, in which Eckhof was playing. There he was welcomed 
in the highest circles; and in 1775 he published the first 
volume of his PAdlosopher for the World, (znd vol. 1777, 3rd 
vol. 1800). This is a collection of essays upon all possible sub- 
jects, the greater part of which are by Engel himself, although 
some are by Mendelssohn, Garve, Eberhard, and others. He 
received an appointment in the Joachimsthaler Gymnasium at 
Berlin ; and a feature of his teaching there was, that he made 
his pupils deduce the rules of logic for themselves from the 
Platonic Dialogues, a method of which an account is given in 
a paper printed in 1780. For some time, too, he was tutor 
to the prince who afterwards became King William the Third; 
and his unfinished Theory of the Various Kinds of Composition 
(1783) was likewise originally an educational manual. The 
distinguished lecturer was in 1787,—in which year he also 
became a member of the Academy,—appointed manager of 
the Royal National Theatre, partly no doubt on account of his 
Hints towards a Science of Nimetics (Berlin, 1785, 2 vols.). 
In 1794 he resigned this post in order to take up his abode at 
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who, after studying law at Göttingen, as well as classics and 
the history of literature, lectured for a long time at Bützow. 
Through Nicolai’s influence, he became private secretary to 
the minister Von Zedlitz; and when he died, he was royal 
librarian at Berlin. He deserves to be named here because 
in 1783, along with Gedike, he founded the Berliner Monats- 
schrift, of which he was sole editor from 1791. This period- 
ical fulfils in a more ambitious style the purpose for which 
Engel's Phrlosopher for the World had been intended—to 
instruct, and to spread the doctrines of the Enlightenment by 
means of entertaining papers. Biester's numerous connections 
secured very important contributors to the Monatsschrift, not 
the least important of them being Kant. As is the case with 
all periodicals of the kind, its reputation subsequently waned. 
In antipathy to Catholicısm and in hatred of the Jesuits, 
Biester was so completely in accord with Nicolai, that down 
to this very day they are usually mentioned together in con- 
nection with a keen scent for Jesuits. This, however, is apt 
to make us forget that they were also alike in their conscien- 
tious adherence to what they had come to see to be right. 

ı2. While Mendelssohn and Nicolai with pardonable pride 
gave it to be understood that they were something quite dif- 
ferent from men of university educatiön, only the third of the 
three friends could say of himself that he was more than this, 
for he was the only one of the trio who could boast (and he 
did it to Klotz) of having deservediy won the master’s cap. 
GoTTHoLD EPHRAIM Lessing was born at Kamenz in the 
"Oberlausitz, on Jan. 22nd, 1729. After an unusually thorough 
school training at Meissen, he came with a store of classical 
and mathematical learning to Leipsic, where he set about 
making himself not merely a sound scholar, but also a polished 
man of the world. And he succeeded perfectly in both 
respects. He first won a name for himself as a writer of 
epigrams, fables, and comedies, as well as by his Conzridations 
io the History and the Improvement of the Theatre (1750). 
Afterwards he was for some years (1751-35) literary.critic to 
the Berlinische (Vossische) Zeitung at Berlin, and also edited 
The Latest from the Realm of Wit, as a supplement to the 
Berlinische Staats- und Gelehrten-Zeitungen (1751). After 
taking his degree at Wittenberg, he published, besides some 
translations in 1753, two volumes of Writings, which partly 
contained matter already published, and partly critical letters. 
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Academy. In the spring of 1765, Lessing was in Berlin once 
more, busy with the preparation of the Zaocoon, and for a 
short time full of hope that he would be appointed to the 
charge of the Royal Library there. Rejected by Frederick the 
Great, he accepted a post in connection with the theatre at 
Hamburg, during his tenure of which he published the ZZ/am- 
burg Dramalurgy (1767-69)—a work which marked an epoch 
in the theory of the drama, as the Zaocoon had done in that 
of the formative arts. At the same time there appeared his 
Antiquarian Epistles, 1768, and How the Ancıients repre- 
sented Death, 1769, both directed against Klotz of Halle, upon 
whom they entailed a fate very similar to that which the Vade 
mecum had brought upon Lange. When a publishing and 
printing enterprise failed, and a projected journey to Italy fell 
through, and when he could not make up his mind to accept 
a professorship at Königsberg—only Göttingen, the University 
of men of the world, might have had charms for him—.he ac- 
ceded in 1770 to a proposal that he should go to Wolfenbüttel 
as librarian. In that very year the fortunate discovery of a 
hitherto unknown work by Berengar of Tours, was announced 
to the world in an essay which proved that this “lover of 
theology” was as well versed in the knowledge of Church 
history as the Zambdurg Dramaturgy had shown him to be in 
knowledge of antiquity. Zmilia Galotti (1772) was followed 
by Contributions to History and Literature, which were drawn 
from the unprinted treasures of the library. A journey to 
Vienna, undertaken in 1775, and continued with the Prince 
of Brunswick to Italy, failed to prove as instructive as he had 
hoped. After an engagement of many years, it at length 
became possible for him to marry happily ; but in little more 
than a year death carried off his wife. He published some 
extracts from the Afology of Reimarus (vid. supra, $ 293, 4). 
(These were the famous seven Wolfenbüttel Fragments, of 
which the first, Or Toleration of the Deists, and the two last, 
On the Story of the Resurrection, and On the Object of Jesus 
and Flis Apostles, gave great offence.) And the discussions 
in which the publication of these involved him, owing to the 
appearance of replies to which he wrote answers, occupied 
his mind, and gave him opportunity of showing his great skill 
as a many-sided and keen controversialist. His essay : Os 
Demonstration of the Spirit and of Power (1777), with its 
supplement, the 7eszament Johannis, presents him to us as 
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in the distinctions of the Wolffian philosophy. The conse- 
quence of this was, that a great deal of what the other two 
regarded as distinct, seemed to him to require further analysis, 
z.e., to be confused. Accordingly a large proportion of his 
intellectual activity was expended in attempting to separate 
what all the world confounded, and thus to re-establish clear- 
ness of ideas. At the very outset of his acquaintance with 
Nicolai, he warns his friend against confusing the indirect 
result of tragedy, moral elevation, with its direct purpose, 
the rousing of compassion. That there may be no misappre- 
hension in regard to the latter, he draws a distinction between 
it and admiration, and says that the hero whom we admire 
should belong to epic poetry, while to tragedy should belong 
only the hero whom we pity. In the same way he warns 
Nicolai against confounding passions with character; and 
writes to Mendelssohn to beware of mixing up the various 
kinds of poetry, and further, not to be led away by the 
similarity of the views of Leibnitz and Spinoza with regard to 
the relation of body and soul, into forgetting the opposition 
between them, and so on. This tendency to separate, which 
is shown in these extracts from his letters, reappears in the 
writings intended for the publiceye. His Zaocoon is an attack 
upon the prevalent idea sz? v£ Jiclura poema. Its chief pur- 
pose isto fix the distinction between the speaking or vocal 
arts, and the shaping or plastic arts; and he carries the process 
of separation so far as to reject all descriptive poetry, as. well 
as all painting that is allegorical, or even represents a suc- 
cession. Similarly, in the Dramalurgy, one main object is 
to distinguish the unity of action from the other two supple- 
mentary unities; and as a consequence of his line of argument 
he is led to take the all-important step of breaking with the 
French drama, or, to be quite accurate, with French tragedy, 
which he himself had formerly regarded as a model. Finally, 
in every case, Lessing’s theological disputes ultimately rested 
upon the separation of certain fundamental ideas, which are 
partly enumerated in the Arzomala, written as a reply to 
Göze, Religion is not the Bible, and is not theology ; nor 
does revelation teach us what it is. Miracles that compel 
belief, are not the same thing as miraculous narratives. The 
religion of Christ and the Christian religion are two different 
things. Modern rational Christianity has lost by the fusion 
both reason and Christianity. These are constantly recurring 
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(z.e. untrue) as compared with its unphilosophical rejection, 
and in his view of the continual extension of power as the 
only happiness, and of the attainment of blessedness as ern. 
It shows that he ranks the enjoyment of subjective activity 
(effort) above everything else, and it forms a remarkable con- 
trast to the self-forgetting devotion of Spinoza, whose only 
concern is, that there should be adequate ideas, not that these 
should enter into Azs mind. As Lessing, e.g., in the Leiters 
on Literature, makes his theory of man depend upon physics, 
and physics upon ontology, we are entitled to ask what his 
views on ontology are. In maintaining that there is a gradu- 
ated series of existences, in which no link is passed over and 
none omitted, and in which the simple existences are divine 
in nature but limited in power, and form a harmony,—all of 
which is found in his ARational Christianity,—he exhibits a 
marked agreement with Leibnitz, of whom he says that, if he 
had wished to formulate a system, it would not have been 
that of Wolf. His theory, too, of moral beings, and the 
infinite number of ideas which they bear about with them, 
shows so much affınity with Leibnitz that it is not difhicult to 
see why he was anxious to translate the NMouveauxr Essaıs 
immediately on their first appearance. But his intimate 
acquaintance with views diametrically opposite—with Bayle, 
who was a kindred spirit of his own, with Shaftesbury, whom 
he advised Mendelssohn to read, with Hutcheson, whom he 
partly translated,—did not fail to exercise an influence upon 
his own ideas, as is proved, for example, by the remarkable 
essay, Zkat Man may have more than Five Senses (Works, 
Lachmann’s ed., vol. xi., p. 458). In this, by his imaginary 
description of existence before and after this present life, he 
really transfers into the region of reality Condillac and 
Bonnet’s fiction of a statue; and in spite of all his dislike to 
the latter, there are many points in which he agrees with the 
views of his Palingenesy. 

15. If, however, on account of this combination of hetero- 
geneous elements, and on account of his repeated declaration 
that truth always lies midway between the extremes, we were 
to call Lessing an eclectic like Mendelssohn and Nicolai, 
we should be forgetting that he had good reason for saying 
that in poetry his place was not that of a poet but of a critic, 
and in theology, that of the servant who sweeps the dust from 
the steps of the temple. | He was always inclined to adopt the 
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weight of a famous name to their own side, are in the habit of 
repeating from his letters to his brother, — which are certainly 
one of the most importänt sources of information .on this 
point,—the one fact that he there calls the rational Christianity 
of Spalding, Teller, Seniler, and others “ dirty water,” or, on 
the other hand, of telling how often in his Axtı-Göze he brings 
forward tradition and the Church Fathers against the purely 
exegetical basis of dogmas. This is folly. The one party 
omits to notice, or forgets, that he regards the orthodox theory, 
too, as simply dirty water which is not thrown away till we get 
something purer, and that he says in so many words that it is 
worthless, that it is a good thing to get rid of it, and so on. 
The others have not noted with sufficient care that he applies 
the term “fencing arts” to his device of breaking up the 
phalanx of theologians by appealing to the Catholic doctrine. 
The fact of the matter is, that, in his view, all the theological 
movements of the eighteenth century are, without exception, 
modern, and therefore faulty creations. This is the case with 
the orthodoxy of Gäze and others. It is scarcely fifty years, 
he says, since the first appearance of this orthodoxy, which is 
based “ upon historical proofs,” or upon what would nowadays 
be called apologetics. And it is kept alive only by the inven- 
tion of lying harmonies of the Gospels, in which it is compelled 
to take refuge because it confuses the letter and the spirit, 
the Bible and religion. But, according to Lessing, modern 
rational Christianity is equally far from the truth. Its 
advocates have torn down the wall of partition between 
revelation and reason, and they preach a revelation which 
reveals nothing at all, since it only professes to teach what 
reason tells ; in short, they are bad theologians and still worse 
philosophers. But even the deism of Eberhard and others, 
which goes considerably further, he entirely disapproves of, 
and he attacks all their watchwords vigorously. Instead 
of their outery against creeds, and their exhortation to cling 
to Scripture alone, he puts forward the segula fidei, to which 
he assigns a higher antiquity than to the books of the Bible; 
reminds them that from the beginning heretics have always 
based their views upon the Bible ; and asserts that, just as the 
Church has existed without the Bible, so it would be possible 
for Church tradition and the continuity of Church life to be 
maintained without Scriptural authority and simply by a form 
of creed, while, on the other hand, without a tradition of thıs 
kind, no man would be able to gather the dogmas of belief from 
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sing, following Boccaccio, has two other rings made and only 
two, he has not got, as Boccaccio had, three rings exactly alike; 
two of them lack the secret power of the third. As, however, 
ultimately none of the three rings. not even the genuine one, 
manifests this power, there is, if we follow Lessing’s own 
hints in regard to the allegory and take it quite literally, only 
one way of explaining the failure. The condition upon which 
success depended, z.e. the conviction that (only) 22 had this 
power, must have been lacking in the case of the possessor 
of the ring. But if we supplement this moral, as is done in 
Kuno Fischer's able exposition, by saying that “such a con- 
viction” is conditioned by self-forgetting love and devotion, 
there always remains the objection that even this would be 
of no use to two of the brothers, because success depended 
upon the Zwo conditions—the conviction ard the possession 
of the genuine ring. Ihus, however likely may be Fischer’s 
suggestion, which makes the transition to the exhortation of 
the “ discreet” judge so natural, it fails to solve the problem 
which Lessing has propounded for us in his allegory, and 
of the difficulty of which Mendelssohn had literally no idea. 
The feeling that in all these questions he occupied an 
entirely different position from those who looked upon him 
as altogether upon their side, makes Lessing say to Jacobi 
that he had once (!) spoken to Mendelssohn of his real views, 
that they could not agree, and that there he had let the 
matter stand. Again, he writes to Herder in regard to 
Nicolai, that his ““paltry” romances were for many a neces- 
sary step upon the ladder which must some time or other be 
ascended. Both of the men, however, to whom he could speak 
thus frankly, belonged to the succeeding period, into which 
Lessing never entered, like Moses into the Promised Land. 


Cf. D. F. Strauss: Zessing's Nathan der Weise. Berlin, 1864. Kuno 
Fischer : Zessing’s Nathan der Weise. Stuttg., 1864. 


16. But he must have got a glimpse into it, when he turned 
away dissatisfied from what was offered him, not merely by 
his opponents, but by his own circle as well. In the latter 
there lived, transformed into the syncretism of elegant popular 
philosophy, all the ideas that had been brought into circula- 
tion by Bayle and Locke on the one hand, and by Leibnitz 
and Thomasius on the other, along with the various additions 
made by Hume and Condillac, by Berkeley and the psycho- 
logists. But all these ideas were individualistie This ex- 
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mastering it. Among the ancients he esteemed no one more 
highly than Aristotle. He“ believes ” in him, to quote his own 
expression. And first of all, he believes in the Poetics. But 
he knows Aristotle too well not to see that this is not an in- 
dependent work ; no one, he says, can understand the Zoeties 
unless he is familiar with the Z/kxes. How different is the atti- 
tude of Mendelssohn and Nicolai to their much-praised Plato! 
The former studied him in order to improve his own style; 
the latter is graciously pleased to shut his eyes to Plato’s 
“ fancies” (z.e. his Theory of Ideas). In them there was none 
of that feeling for antiquity which was characteristic of 
Lessing. Had Lessing been a man merely of the calibre of 
Nicolai, or even of Engel, he would perhaps have extended 
further that process of combination which they applied to 
rationalistic and empirical elements, and have brought to- 
gether elements which were individualistic and pantheistic, 
modern and classical. And, on the other hand, had he really 
been a great philosopher, he would not have brought together 
these elements in any such fashion, but would have combined 
them systematically in a higher unity. He could not do 
the former, because the cast of his mind was too philo- 
sophical ; he could not do the latter, because it was only the 
cast of his mind that was philosophical (to adopt his own 
phrase), he was not a philosopher. For although this is 
the most important element in a philosopher, it is still only 
an element. The obstinate persistency which is necessary ıf 
one is to systematize philosophy, and which Kant possessed 
in such a high degree, was entirely absent in the case of 
Lessing. What he did not succeed in accomplishing at the 
first rush, he never carried out; and (again like Bayle), he 
never philosophized in order to form a system, but simply to 
get light upon particular questions. Thus it is only in regard 
to particular points that Lessing makes the attempt to pass 
beyond the views of the eighteenth century—a course of action 
which, as he himself was fully aware, could not but result in 
making him unpopular with all parties in his own day. These 
points, if we except questions relating to art, are entirely 
confined to the sphere of religion. Just as, in order to 
explain the differences between the Gospels, he introduced the 
hypothesis of an original Hebrew gospel, an hypothesis sug- 
gested by the Fragmentarians, so he tries to overcome the 
opposition between the orthodox thinkers, who sacrifice reason 
to revelation, and the modern theologians, who sacrihce 
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went to make up the creed of his Enlightened friends. This 
theory, according to which progress is really characteristie 
only of the race, is inconsistent with his individualism, other- 
wise so decided.. He solves the contradiction, as Cardan 
had done before him (vzd. $ 242, 3), by making the same 
individual re-appear at different times, and therefore at 
different stages of development. 


$ 295. 
CONCLUDING REMARK. 


While Lessing’s friends, by adopting all the ideas that had 
come to the surface in the eighteenth century, had recognised 
the truth that was in them, he himself had exposed their 
weaknesses and their want of truth. At the same time, these 
teachings did not remain the possession of a single school, 
but were communicated to the whole educated world. The 
consequence was the recurrence, though on a smaller scale, of 
such a state of aflairs as has been already described (vzd. 
$ ı15). On the former occasion the syncretism of Eastern 
and Western ideas revealed how much truth there was in 
each, scepticism showed how little there was; and thus the 
way was prepared for a systematic combination of the two, 
which should get rid of both by absorbing them. Similarly, 
the Ciceros and the /Enesidemus of the eighteenth century 
made possible a point of view that will stand to the syn- 
cretistic popular philosophy in the same relation that the 
Socratic philosophy stood to the Sophistic, and the Patristic 
philosophy to that of Philo, while to the critical popular 
philosophy of Lessing it will stand related as to the ideas of 
an eminently philosophical mind, for it will be the system of 
a philosopher of the first rank. The founder of this system 
had made himself at home in all the circles of thought of the 
eighteenth century. In each of them he had kept pace with 
the most representative men ; and when those wlıo had hither- 
to played the chief parts, began to rest upon their laurels, he, 
though older than they, struck out new paths for knowledge 
with all the vigour of youth. In the very year in which 
Lessing, the greatest critical genius of Germany, sank ex- 
hausted on his deathbed, Kant, the greatest philosopher of 
Germany, made his first appearance on the world’s stage with 
his Critigue of Pure Reason, and thus with the system of 
Critical philosophy. 
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conceptions. In describing both of these processes, popular 
philosophy and the empirical psychologists have done much. 
It is an entirely different problem that Kant places before 
himself when he seeks after the presuppositions and conditions 
of perception and the formation of conceptions. His trans- 
cendental investigations are specifically different from the 
psychological, or anthropological, investigations of his contem- 


- poraries. The former show upon what cognition is grounded, 


the latter in what it consists ; the former explain, the latter 
exhibit and describe ; the relation between the former and 
the latter is really, as Fichte later formulated it, the same as 
that between biology and life. Kant lifts philosophy above 
the opposition of empiricism and rationalism, not by making 
it a mixture of the two, but by conceiving it as the knowledge 
of rationalism and empiricism. It is clear that with this 
entirely new problem which was set before philosophy, a very 
essential step was taken towards the solution of the problem 
which was settled as the goal of philosophy in general (z:d. 


- %$ 2 and 3), viz., that it is the mind’s knowledge of itself, a 


thing as essential to the perfection of philosophy as to that 
of anthroposophy, which (v:d. $ 259) modern philosophy was 
held to be. 

2. If the problem just now stated to be the first problem 
of the most modern philosophy is solved, we have, in this 
solution, just because realism had not yet in the first period 
of modern philosophy entered into conflict with idealism, a 
return to that problem; and the most modern philosophy 
must consequently attempt a fusion of the philosophy of the 
eighteenth century with that of the seventeenth.,. By the 
solution of this second problem the most modern philosophy 
becomes what, indeed, every philosophy should be, a con- 
scious formulation of what, as unconscious impulse, rules the 
age. Upon the process of disorganization which (vd, $ 274) 
was stated to be the distinctive characteristic of the second 
period of the modern era, there followed the impulse towards 


- reorganizaltion ; this, or, as it has been otherwise called, the 


Restoration, is the goal to which everything tends in the 
period in which we still are. As regards the life of the Siate, 
this process of reorganization was introduced by the political 
commotions in America and, especially, in France. Whoever 
looks upon the French Revolution as a process of disorgani- 
zation forgets that the disorganization had already begun 


 , 
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and infinity (o...1...coo expresses in a schema the relation of 
the three tendencies).. The philosophy of the period of re- 
organization will seek therefore to rise above the system of 
rigid necessity, to which the denial of all teleology led, and 
likewise above the one-sided teleology which, carried to its 
consequences, leäds to a deification of contingency and ca- 
price, and to strive for a concrete doctrine of freedom, 
according to which the State is neither the all-devouring 
Leviathan, nor an unavoidable evil, which is to make itself 
useless, and is until then ignored by the cultured man, — 
a doctrine of freedom, too, with which politics and morals, 
compulsory law and the sanctity of the individual conscience, 
are possible. 

3. As from the solution of the first problem there results a 
second, just so there presents itself with this latter a /A:rd. 
It has been shown (vzd. $ 264) how far in the organizing 
period of modern times the spirit of antiquity has lived again 
in a rejuvenated form. In a precisely similar way the spirit 
of the disorganizing period shows decided analogies with that 
of the Middie Ages. It is easyto make this assertion appear 
paradoxical, perhaps even ridiculous, since it connects knights 
and monks with hoop-petticoats and pigtails (which, however, 
every one does more than I, who talks ofa “medisval pig- 
tail”). But this comparison should not deny the differences, 
the contradictions, in fact, between an age that allowed the 
State to crumble through guild and corporation interests, and 
an age that declared war upon guilds and corporations. It 
asserts only that the latter means going further in what the 
former began. Their opposition to all uniformity, this sign 
of the most recent times, places, notwithstanding their di- 
vergence, the Middle Ages and the eighteenth century upon 
a level, much as the knight going forth upon an adventure 
and the adventurer of the eighteenth century stand upon 
one. (Both would at the present day be incarcerated by the 
police officer.) Only because of inner relationship does the 
Enlightenment hate the Middle Ages. What the individu- 
alistic spirit, which gives to that age so poetical a colouring, 
and the Church, that institution of grace, which opposes 
nature and hence annuls national boundary lines, had brought 
to pass in the Middle Ages, is equally affected here by the 
not less individualistic emphasizing of private judgment, and 
by an abstract cosmopolitanism. There, as here, an interest 
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out more rigorously ; so that their relation resembles not so 
much that between the Cyrenaics and Cynics, a$, rather, that 
between these two schools and Plato, or that between Plato and 
Aristotle. Naturally the further development begins where 
the solution demanded was most nearly attained by the epoch- 
making system; that is, as will be shown, in the case of the 
first problem, with the solution of the question put by the 
eighteenth century: How are Leibnitz and Locke, Berkeley 
and Hume, to be reconciled ? After this had been answered 
more satisfactorily than Kant had answered it, by Reinhold 
and his Critical opponents,—since, as Fichte admirably said 
(of Reinhold alone), they gave to what Kant had taught in the 
Critique of the Theoretial Reason a solid foundation,—there 
appears in the foreground the second question—which had 
been put by the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, —but 
upon a Kantian basis, z.e. after Kant had already pointed the 
way to its solution. Fichte and Schelling agree throughout 
in holding that philosophy must be ideal-realism, and there- 
fore adopt what Reinhold and his opponents had taught, 
though supplementing it,—the first by seeking a still deeper 
foundation upon which to base what Kant had taught in 
his Critigue of Practical Reason ; the second by seeking a 
foundation for what Kant had taught in his Crztiıque of Judg- 
ment. Atthe same time, however, the antithesis, developed 
and established by them, of the Science of Knowledge and 
the System of Identity, makes clear how, upon the basis 
laid by Kant, the conflict between the Enlightenment of the 
eighteenth century and Spinozism may be renewed, only to 
lead to a more lasting peace. The philosopher, finally, who 
sought to mediate between Fichte and Schelling, namely, 
Hegel, whoat the same time sought to adjust the opposition, 
which had contemporaneously made its appearance upon a 
critical basis, between pagan naturalism and medizval theo- 
sophy, is also he through whom and whose school Kant’s 
Religion within the Limits of Mere Reason, which had been 
almost forgotten, received due recognition. From the fore- 
going statements it is apparent into what divisions the 
following account will fall. The original form which Kant 
gave to his system, as well as what his disciples made 
of it in the mere desire to extend it and secure it ägainst 
assault, is here treated under the title Criticism. Those 
forms of Criticism which in reality transcend it, because they 
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his first work had attempted to reconcile Descartes and 
Leibnitz, so had his Latin habilitation-thesis, on the Principle 
of Metaphysical Knowledge, attempted to reconcile Wolff and 
Crusius ; so, finally, had his anonymously published work : 
General Natural History and Theory of the Heavens (1755), 
attempted to reconcile Newton and Leibnitz, or the mechani- 
cal and teleological points of view. If this work displayed, 


as did some slighter pieces having a physical content, an 


t 


enthusiasm for mechanism in nature, which makes it clear 
why Kant was so attracted by Lucretius, so, on the other 
hand, the following-named works: On the False Subtlety of 
the Four Syllogistic Figures (1762) ; Attempt to Introduce the 
Notion of Negative Quantity ınto Phuosophy (1763) ; Only 
Possible Proof of the Existence of God (1763), and the prize 
essay, On Evidence, with which he competed with Men- 
delssohn ($ 294, 8), show with how great a number of ques- 
tions he was, at one and the same time, occupied in which an 
interest had been first aroused by the Middle Ages. In short, 
it is clear that the subjective conditions for the solution of the 
third problem were given already in this period. For the 
rest, it appears from the report of the drift of his lectures in 
the winter-semester of 1765-66, that inthis period he occupied 
essentially the standpoint of an “ Enlightener” of the school 
of Wolff. Indeed, he was then also lecturing on the Com- 
pendia of Baumeister, Baumgarten, and Meier. But now 
modifications of his standpoint became visible, which are 
exhibited point by point in Kuno Fischer's /mmanuel Kant 
(the third and fourth volumes of the work mentioned above, 
$ 259), a work which may here, once for all, be given as on 
the whole the best monograph on Kant. Anticipations of a 
newer and higher standpoint are to be found, as indeed the 
title indicates, in his: Dreams of a Spiritualist explained by 
the Dreams of Metaphysic (1766), and: On the first Ground of 
the Distinction of Objects in Space (1768). This new stand- 
point, however, appears quite clearly in the work with which 
he entered upon his office as ordinary professor, but which, 
having been written in Latin as an academic specimen, 
and printed in but few copies, received no attention. 

2. Ihe dissertation : De mundi sensibilis et intelligibilis 
forma et principus (1770) forms the limit between the two 
periods in Kant's life which Rosenkranz properly distin- 
guishes as the heuristic and the speculative-systematic. It 
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Natural Science (1787) ; Critigue of Practwal Reason (1788) ; 
all in perfect agreement with the teaching of the Critigue of 
Pure Reason. This cannot be said, without qualification, of the 
Critique of Fudgment (1790) and Kelıgion within the Limits 
of Mere Reason (1793), which are here, contrary to Rosen- 
kranz’s arrangement, considered as belonging to the second 
period of Kant's activity. 

3. Accordingly we date the third, or practical, period from 
the moment when the reprimand, which the last-named work 
brought upon him from Wöllner's ministry, impelled him 
not only to avoid certain subjects in his works, but also in 
his academic activity to limit himself to a narrower field, by 
giving up his private lectures. The work, Or Zverlasting 
Peace (1795); Zhe Metaphysics of Morals (1797), which, as 
a general title, he had prefixed to the Melaphysical Founda- 
tions of the Theory of Right (which had been reviewed in 
February, 1797, and must have appeared in 1796), and the 
Metaphysical Foundations of the Theory of Virtue,; as well as 
a large number of short essays in the Zerliner Monatsschrift, 
belong to the last period of his life. On the accession of the 
new sovereign to the throne, the above-mentioned diffculties 
being removed, there appeared 7%e Conflict of the Faculties 
(1798), and Anthropology from a Pragmatical Point of View 
(1798). Further, there were printed singly during his own 
life-time his courses of lectures, the Zogze, edited by Jäsche 
(1800) ; the Physwal Geography (1802) and the Pedagogees, 
edited by Rink; to which were added after his death, which 

„occurred on February ı2th, 1804, the lectures on the P%zlo- 
sophical Theory of Relıgion and Metaphysics (1817), edited 
by Politz; and likewise those on Anthropology (1831), edited 
by Starke. The minor writings of Kant were collected 
by Tieftrunk and others. On the other hand, a complete 
edition of his works was long awaited. Then appeared, 
nearly contemporaneously, the ten-volume edition of Har- 
tenstein (Leipsic, 1838-39, since 1866 in an improved edition) 
and that of Rosenkranz and Schubert in twelve volumes 
(Leipsic, 1840-42). The latter contains, besides the above- 
mentioned biography of Kant, a history of the Kantian phi- 
losophy, by Rosenkranz, in the twelfth volume. (Wherever 
pages are cited in the present work, the reference is to the 
older Hartenstein edition. Since in that edition the Crziigue of 
Pure Reason occupies the entire second volume, “ii.” always 


I 
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objects, but knowing itself, they must transcend those objects; 
and since they do not do this as empirical psychology does, 
which merely tells us what takes place in the act of knowing, 
but consider what is antecedent to knowledge as its condition 
or presupposition, Kant gives to the term Zranscendental, long 
since naturalized in the Scholastic and the later philosophy, 
this new import: every kind of investigation is so termed 
which relates to the conditions of knowing. Primarily, there- 
fore, only one kind of investigation can be termed transcen- 
dental. But then Kant extends this predicate also to the 
conditions of knowledge themselves, and so it comes about 
that (v2d. infra) he is able to speak of a franscendental object, 
which differs from the object falling within knowledge just as 
the precondition of knowledge does from the content of know- 
ledge. If, in the first place, we here neglect this broader 


*- meaning, then all those investigations would be Zranscendental 


which consider what makes knowledge, hence the power to 
know (the faculty of knowledge), possible; and if there are, 
besides this, still other conditions of knowledge, these also 
would be transcendental; but by no means would what is 
known be such. The complex of all these investigations may 
be termed Transcendental Philosophy, and of this philosophy 
the Critigue of Pure Reason aims to be an outline. It is 
called a critique of pure reason, because it is concerned before 
all things else, with discovering what makes possible know- 
ledge that is free from all that is empirical, and hence is a 
priori. Consequently one must not at all imagine that it 
will yield, or take the place of, a metaphysics ; no! it will be 
merely a propzdeutic to this, for it will answer only the 
one question: Is metaphysics possible, and how? If the 
answer to this question proves to be affırmative, then meta- 
physics may begin just where the Criligue of Pure Reason 
leaves off. Since it is established that every species of know- 
ledge is a judgment—of that, indeed, no one since Aristotle 
has had any doubt (v:d. $ 86, ı)—for the question whether 
there is a friori knowledge or metaphysics, may be substi- 


-tuted as its equivalent the question, Are a /riori judgments 


possible ? As to analytical judgments, which merely predicate 
of a subject what is already contained in it—of body (extended 
being) the being extended, of the straight line the being 
straight—no man doubts that these are possible. But since 
these tell us nothing new, do not increase our knowledge, at 
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it as completely co-ordinated; the Crifigue of Pure Reason 

reaches the same goal by another way, in which Kant'’s rela- 

tion to Leibnitz and Locke becomes clear, and, at'the same 

time, the designations selected by him for the individual parts 

are explained. After complaining of Leibnitz and Locke, in 

almost verbal agreement with Bonnet and Merian, that the 

one reduced everything to intellect and the other everything 

to sense, he assigns to human knowledge two stems not 

merely quantitatively different; sense as the faculty of 

having perceptions through the medium of receptivity, 

"| ahd” thought as the faculty of forming conceptions through 

„" ‚| that oFspontaneity. Transcendental philosophy, as the 

". 7 ritical consideration of the power to know, falls, therefore, 

1 primarily, into two parts which, with names borrowed from 

"the terminology of Baumgarten (vzd. $ 290, 10), are called 

u Transcendental /Esthetic and Transcendental Logic. But 

since in thought there must be distinguished a lower, or 

the understanding, and a higher, or the reason, the Logis 

subdivides into Analyticand Dialectic, which therefore appear 

here as subordmite parts of the Logic, itself co-ordinate 

witlı the /Esthetic. But the two presentations of the subject 

agree, in that the Transcendental /Esthetic answers the 

! question, How is mathematics possible? the Transcendental 

' Analytic the question, How is a pure science of nature 

| possible? and the Transcendental Dialectic the question, Is a 
metaphysics of the supersensible possible ? * 

3. The Zranscendental -Esthetic (ii. pp. 59-87) answers 
the first part of the main transcendental question, viz., How 
is mathematics as pure, z.e, non-empirical, science possible ? 
-(Proleg., Works, vol. iii. pp. 195-210) by a critical investi- 
gation of the activity of sense. Through sense we have per- 
ceptions, z.e., such ideas as are distinguished from conceptions: 

-by their immediacy and particularity. Upon a closer con- 
sideration of these ideas characterized by immediacy and 
particularity, we discover that there is contained in them what 
is empirical, z.e., what is given to us without co-operation on 
our part, and these are our sensations (yellow, fragrant, sour, 
etc. ; pain, pleasure, sorrow, etc... But, in the second place, 
the thing given, by virtue of the fact that we unite the mani- {- 
iold, first acquires through us the form of the perception, 
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so to employ them, for in Mendelssohn, and even in Bonnet, 
we find the assertion explicitiy made, that a phenomenon is 
a presentation) hıve, as was said above, received form, and 
are, as is now further determined, temporalized and spatial- 
ized sensations ; and it is mere tautology to say that there 
are no phenomena that are not temporal. It ıs, therefore, 
purposely that the temporalized ıs put before the spatial- 
-ized, and only temporal being is predicted of all phenomena 
without exception. Although, that is to say, time and space 
are alike in that they are both subjective conditions of our 
perception, or forms of human perception, yet there exists 
this difference, that space is primarily the form for the 
sensation of the outer sense only. (This word, which Locke 
had already employed instead of sexsation, as also zaner sense 
instead of reflection [vid. $ 280, 3 |, was converted by Wolfhans, 
Meier, for example, into a technical expression.) Just so, is 
time primarily the form of the combination of our own states 
only. Since there are no external sensations that are not 
accompanied by inner or subjective sensation, time is 
(indirectly) the form of external perception also, though space 
is not that of the inner. Since the matter of perception was 
of an empirical nature, the two forms of perception are, of 
course, what is pure in perception; hence the frequently 
occurring expression “pure forms.” (For the other expres- 
sions, Zure perceplion, or a priori Perceptions, which occur 
frequently, it would in most instances be better to substitute, 
what is pure in perception, or whal ıs a priori ın every per- 
ception. Only in the rare instances, where Kant is thinking 
of the fact that mere space itself may in turn be made an 
object of thought, instances which, later, Reinhold went into 
more specifically, should such a substitution not be made.) 
- That therefore all phenomena are temporal, those of the 
external sense spatial also ; or, that all phenomena occur in 
time, these in space also, is clear. It is just as clear, con- 
versely, that time and space, as conditions of perception, have 
no validity for what is not an object of sensuous perception, or 
not phenomenal. That which is of this nature Kant terms 
noumenon, or, more commonly, ZAing-in-ıself. That things- 
in-themselves are not temporal nor spatial, but only pheno- 
mena are so, is a fact having the same ground as the fact that 
the invisible is not seen, but only that which strikes the eye. 
If by the “thing-in-itself” one understands with Kant the 
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regarded as such. In order for them to become particular 
presentations (what Locke had called zaeas), the unity posited 
by the mind must be added to the sensations* In this, Kant 
approaches Leibnitz, who saw spontaneity where Locke had 
assumed only passivity. But he differs from Leibnitz in that 
he places the self-activity only in that which results from 
sensation, not in sensation itself. Exactly as here between 
Leibnitz and Locke, Kant also mediated betweeen Hume and 
Berkeley. In literal agreement with the latter, he asserts that 
the distinction between the primary and secondary qualities 
must be given up (vd. $ 291, 5), and that even extension 
lies in us; but just as decidediy does he pronounce against 
Berkeley and for Hume, when, instead of making the Ego 
consist in mere self-activity, he, the rather, holds it to have 
its origin in the circumstance that the (given) sensations con- 
stitute a (made) time-series. He himself, therefore, called his 
doctrine as much realistic as idealistic ; it is an empirical 
realısm and a transcendental idealism ; ıt teaches, that is to 
say, that objects in space really exist, are not mere appear- 
ances, but that space (the condition of their existence) lies in 
us. Only by the latter supposition can we rescue ourselves 
from the difficulties into which Berkeley fell through the view 
that space lies without us, and which made him a trans- 
cendental realist, though 2950 facto an empirical idealist. 


$ 299. 


THE TRANSCENDENTAL ÄNALYTIC AND THE METAPHYSICS OF 
NATURE. " 


1. The Transcendental Analytıc aims to answer the second 
question : How is natural science a Zriori possible? (Pro- 
iegom.,\S 14-39 ; Wks., iii. pp. 211-248.) It accomplishes this 
by a critical consideration of the activity of the understanding, 
and begins, in a manner quite analogous to that in which 
the /Esthetic begins, with the question, What, in the case of 
this activity, constitutes the stuff or matter? This is furnished 
by sense in the perceptions (phenomena) which it had made 
out of sensations. If the understanding did not receive phe- 
nomena, its thought would be without content, its conceptions 
empty. Just as, above, sense gave form to the matter given it 
by an act of combination that was governed by certain norms, 
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‚ the ordinary conceptions of Possibility, Actuality and Ne- 
cessity, as the three Categories of Modality. There are no 
predicaments besides these, although the predicables may be 
termed more proximate determinations of them. If one opens 
a work on ontology, as, for example, that of Baumgarten, it ıs 
discovered that, as force is only a more proximate determina- 
tion of causality, so all other conceptions given therein may be 
traced back to one of the twelve given above. Likewise, for 
the rest, a fully completed system of all predicables would have 
to exchange the lofty titleof Ontology for the more accurate one 
of an Analytic of the pure Conceptions of the Understanding. 

2. Since the categories lie in our understanding exactly as 
time and space do in our sense-faculty, the most important 
question is, What right have we to attribute to them objective 
validity, as we do when we say, for example, “ There can 
never be any experience which would clash with the law 
of causality”? The justification for this, which Kant calls 
the Transcendental Deduction of the pure Conceptions of the 
Understanding (ii. pp. 113-153), and which, he himself: inti- 
mates, is the most difficult part of his Critigue, ıs abridged in 
the Prolegomena and the second edition of the Crziigue, but 
not decidediy improved. In order to understand it, it is 
indispensable that one should always bear in mind the Trans- 
cendental /Esthetic and its result. Above all, it must not 
be forgetten that the phenomena which sense furnishes as 
material to the understanding are particular Jresentalfions ; 
that they, and consequently also their combination, fall within 
consciousness, so that a judgment is nothing other than an 
event in consciousness. But there are, according to Kant, 
two cases to be distinguished here: First, two presentations 
are united only in a single consciousness, an empirical Ego, 
and their combination consists only in the time-succession 
in which the two come together, since, as we know, it was 
shown in the Transcendental AEsthetic that the empirical 
Ego is nothing other than sensations of the inner sense 
bound together in a time-series. In this case, therefore, the 
empirical Ego and the time-succession constitute the only 
bond of union. Kant, now, calls such a judgment a judgment 
- of sense-perception or, more concisely, a sense-perception. 
As an example of such a judgment may be cited the follow- 
ing: “With me, sadness follows sunshine.” If, then, em- 
pirical or sense perceptions are perceptions which are united 
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says in the first. line of the Crzöique of Pure Reason (hrst 
edition) that experience is the production of the understand- 
ing, this proposition possesses literal correctness. It is similar 
to the artist, who terms that which is made by him. out of 
a given material his production. But since by the application 
of the category, instead of the mere time-relation, the sub- 
jective validity of the judgment of sense-perception is done 
away with, it is clear why Kant says that that application 
objectifies (sense-perception into experience), or that by it the 
object of experience is produced. (In general, it must always 
be borne in mind that by odeckivety Kant understands in- 
dependence of the subject, and hence conformity to law, not 
being that is external to consciousness.) From what has 
been said thus far it follows that with the same certainty 
and for the same reason that it can be said that no per- 
ception (z.e. temporalized sensations) can ever arise which is 
not temporal, may it be said that no experience (z.e. pheno- 
mena united through the categories) can arise which is not 
subject to the categories. The deduction of the categories 
is, therefore, stated as follows: What justifies us in apply- 
ing the categories to all objects of experience, even such 
as never arise for us, e.g., in affırming @ Zriori that no ex- 
perience can ever clash with the principle of causality? The 
. fact, that only through their application do we have objects of 
experience at all. Just as in the Transcendental /Esthetic the 
indirect proof of the transcendental criticism of this theory 
joined itself to the justihication of pure mathematics by the 
fact of the subjectivity of space and time, so Kant, after 
having shown how, if the categories lie in our understanding, 
it is self-evident that we by the application of them form uni- 
versally valid judgments of experience, subjoins the dilemma 
that we must either deny experience (as distinguished from 
mere perception) or else assent to a theory which alone 
explains the possibility of it. 

3. The parallelism with the Transcendental /&sthetic ap- 
pears further in the circumstance that, as there, so here also, 
it is constantly insisted that we must not overstep the natural 
limits of the investigation. If the employment of the cate- 
gories is justiied only by the fact that without it no experi- 
ence is possible, of course it is obvious that they may be 
applied only to that from which experiences can be produced, 
hence to possible objects of experience. But of such a cha- 
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those of relation, the time-determinations, Change, Perman- 
ence, Succession, and Co-existence ; for those of modality, 
the time-determinations: Any Time, Now, Ever. It is 
otherwise with the categories of quality. Time filled, time 
empty, time filling itself, should be the schemata for reality, 
negation and limitation ; but, since time appears filled to us 
only through the medium of sensations which we have, there 
is substituted for the time-flling, the being-felt, and then ıs 
enunciated the principle, sensatio est realitas phenomenon, 
which does not exactly harmonize with the others —numerus 
est quantıtas phenomenon, perdurabile est substanlia pheno- 
menon, a@lernilas est necessitas Phenomenon, etc. These in- 
vestigations, from which it results that, if we apply the 


conception of substantiality to the sea and the waves, we 
conceive the former as and the latter as\accidents 
(but not the converse), and cause, in like manncr, as only 


that which precedes, never that which follows, etc., are summed 
up by Kant himself as follows: The schemata are Lreor! 
determinations of time according to rule, and refer accor Ing 
tö the order of the categories, to the time-series, the time- 
content, the time-order, and the time-comprehension. But it 
IS now doubly clear that ıhe categories "are applicable only 
to what is temporal, z.e, phenomenal. This limitation not 
only ought to be made but zus? be made. If now, as was 
said above, the distinction between thought and knowledge 
be this, that, in the latter, perceptions furnish the content, 
since, as is now evident, these are by means of the schemata 


'subsumed under the categories, whereby the conceptions, 


which would otherwise be merely formal, receive real mean- 
ing, or become “realized,” it is clear that all knowing is 
limited to objects of possible experience, to phenomena, to 
what is sensible. This does z0/ mean what empiricism has 
made out of it, viz. knowledge and knowing must limit them- 
selves to being mere experience. But it means, rather, that 
we have the power to know many things independently of all 
experience, 2.e., a prior:, and, accordingly, can justly claim that 
to our knowledge be conceded universality and necessity, 
though we can have knowledge only of what can also be an 
object of experience, never of things-in-themselves. 

4. But in what has been said there is also really an answer 
to the second of the questions contained in the main question, 
whether and how pure or @ friori natural science, 2.e. a 
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synthetic judgments, had left it to mathematics to make use of 
this right in the future as in the past. It is otherwise here. 
He himself, after having shown the possibility of a natural 
science a Priori, gives the main features of such a science, 
and that in two-fold form. Once in the Criligue of Pure 
Reason, where the “ System of the First Principles of the 
Pure Understanding” (ii. pp. 165-236) lays down the as 


priorilaws to_which every Nature must be subject; and 
again in his Metaphysical Foundations of Nalural Science 
(Works, viti. pp. 441-568), of which Kant himself confesses 


that they properly have connection at this point, and which 
one of the leading Kantians, Beck (v:d.$ 308, 7), always treats 
at this point in his expositions of the Kantian Philosophy. 
If this were always the case, perhaps we should not be still 
compelled to be always hearing the assertions, that according 
to Kant, all metaphysics is impossible, and that his Meta- 
physics of Nature stands in no sort of organic relation with 
the Cretique of Pure Reason. Since, according to Kant, the 
transcendental principles that contain the conditions of all 
objects become metaphysical when they are referred to a 
given object, it was entirely proper for him to treat the 


“ universal science of nature, which contains the laws without 


which no nature is thinkable, in his transcendental philosophy; 
and, on the other hand, to treat the special science of nature, 
which considers those laws in their application to (according 
to Kant, empiricalljy given) matter in motion, in a special 
work, and to designate this science as the Metaphysics of 
Nature. In both presentations the system of first principles 
is preceded by the establishment of the principle which, in 
the Critique of Pure Reason, is formulated as follows: 
Nature as order of phenomena is subject to the conditions of 
the possibility of experience, hence to the conceptions of the 
understanding. In this formula is directly enunciated the 
dependence of the first principles upon the table of cate- 
gories. Of course this principle has validity likewise in the 
special science of nature, the Metaphysics of Nature, which 
for that reason lays down just as many fundamental laws 
as, in the other case, were laid down first principles, if, 
indeed, it be nöt more correct to say, “ which it repeats only 
in a more developed form.” But since, in the special science 
of nature there supervenes upon what is laid down in the 
Transcendental Philosophy a given empirical matter, the Meta- 


386 THIRD PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 299, 6 


degrees of space-filling, z.e, to the various relations of the 
forces of attraction and repulsion. Further, the “System of 
First Principles” lays down three Analogies of Experience 
corresponding to the categories of relation; and these 
analogies are repeated almost verdatim in the third main 
division of the Meiaphysical Foundations, the Mechanics, only, 
again, witlı more proximate determinations of the same; and 
there result the three a Zrzorz laws: "The quantity of material 
substance is unchangeable; every change has an external 
cause (which excludes Hylozoism with its merely inner causes, 
and so does away with this death of the philosophy of nature), 
and that in all communication of motion, action and reaction 
must always be equal. Finally, the three Posiulates of Em- 
pirical Thought, in which the Transcendental Philosophy had 
-established, that what is physically (z.e, in accordance with 
experience) possible is real and necessary, are applied, in the 
fourth main division of the Metaphyswal Foundations, the 
Phenomenology (pp. 554-568), to rectilinear, circular, and 
relative motion. For the rest, Kant frequently implies that 
in these principles he intends to exhaust all that a metaphysics 
of nature has to offer; and he warns us against the attempt 
to go further into detail, instead of relinquishing this to ob- 
servation and calculation. 

6. As at the close of the Transcendental /Esthetic there 
arose the necessity for explaining its relation to the doctrines 
of the English realists, so at the close of his Transcen- 
dental Analytic Kant himself deems it necessary to distin- 
guich his doctrines from the idealistic theories of Berkeley and 

eibnitz. In this, from the circumstance that ın the second 
edition of the Criligue of Pure Reason, which appeared after 
the Garve-Feder review had brought against it the charge 
of relationship with Berkeley, there was incorporated the 
Refutation of Idealism (ii. pp. 223-226), some supposed they 
saw evidence of anxiety, inconsistency and what-not on the 
part of Kant. But a point was overlooked here to which 
Fichte had already called attention, viz., that in the inserted 
refutation it is not Berkeley, but the “ problematical” idealism 
of the Cartesians that is discussed (particularly in mind were 
the Egoists mentioned in $ 268, 3), and that Kant, without 
giving the lie to his fundamental principles, so refuted the sup- 
position that there is only inner perception, that he shows that 
the being-affected presupposes an affecting cause. Further, 
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foundation,” reality, which was related to the phenomenon as 
the water-drop to the rainbow (v:d. $ 288, 3). What reasons 
had Kant for controverting so decidedly the Leibnitzian ideal- 
ism, not only in the above-mentioned section, but in a section 
written especially for that purpose, Or the Amphiboly of the 
Conceptions of KReflection (ii. pp. 254-273)? Very weighty 

„reasons. He criticises it on the ground that it is dogmatic, 
i.e., that it asserts positively of the true essence assumed to 
lie behind phenomena, that it consists of simple thinking 
beings, which are subject to the law of sufficient reason, 
whence also his doctrine in its completeness has been called 
Ontology. To all this, of course, Kant must come into op- 
position, because he repudiated the presuppositions that had 
guided Leibnitz. According to Leibnitz, phenomenon or 
sensible object is something confusedly known, real being, on 
the contrary, an object of the understanding, is something 
clearlyknown. Naturally, therefore, his assertions in regard to 
the latter are made with positiveness. According to Kant, the 
understanding can indeed /A:r%, but not Znow, unless sense 
furnishes it the material for knowledge ; and he refutes in the 
above section the particular assertions of Leibnitz, inasmuch as 
he shows that they rest upon an unjustifiable isolation of the 

,„ activity of the understanding. But further, his view, that 
conceptions without perceptions are empty, brought him to 
the position that all knowing is limited to phenomena, to the 
sensible. Forthat reason a knowledge of the non-phenomenal 
is impossible, about as impossible as it is to see a dark room 
in the licht. The non-phenomenal and the thing-in-itself 
coincide; and hence we have no knowledge of things-in- 
themselves, neither a confused nor a clear knowledge; and in 
opposition to Leibnitz’s dogmatic idealism, he calls his own a 
critical idealism : this makes no affırmation concerning things- 
in-themselves. It does not even decide concerning them 
whether they are in us or out of us; only the negative cha- 
racteristic can be predicated of them, that they are not subject 

> to the conditions’ of phenomena, namely, time, space, and the 
categories. They are mere limiting conceptions, guide-posts, 
which tell us that the realm of sense and of the understand- 
ing is not the only one, that it is not the world, but an 
island. 


Cf. Frederich’s: Der phenomenale Idealismus Berkeley's und Kants. Berlin, 
1871. 
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furnished it by sense into experiences, so reason gives it the 
norms by which it has to govern itself in the act of synthesis re- 
sulting in experiences. Reason, therefore, transcends both, and 
has a function entirely different from theirs. As the activity of 
the understanding was combined with sense in cognition, it is 
not to be wondered at if Kant often opposes sense and under- 
standing taken together, as faculties of knowledge, to the 
reason (later to the faculty of desire), or, also, as theoretical, 
speculative reason (an expression instead of which the term 
understanding also occurs), to the practical reason. It must, 
however, be confessed that, in spite of his apparently striet 
terminology, Kant’s mode of procedure is here, as elsewhere, 
very free, for there are very many passages in which the 
reason is treated as a hicher faculty of knowledge, whereas 
there are just as many in which it is opposed to the two 
faculties that are the sources of knowledge. He was also 
led to treat reason again and again as a faculty of knowledge 
by his fondness for symmetry in method. Since it was made 
the business of the understanding to judge, there remains for 
the reason the function of inference. The reason is, therefore, 
in one aspect, the faculty of Ideas ; in another, the faculty of 
inference. This conjunction is very skilfully brought about, 
and all possible acuteness employed to bring the threc Ideas 
which are afterwards discussed, into correspondence with the 
three kinds of syllogism, the categorical, the hypothetical and 
disjunctive. But since where the deduction is once made, it is 
forgotten, and in the sequel the Ideas are spoken of only in 
so far as they are problems, this aspect may be overlooked, 
and reason here spoken of, so far as, as a faculty of rules and 
problems, it forms a contrast with the other two theoretical 
faculties. Whereas these two faculties taken together have to 
do with what is, reason is concerned with what should be, that 
is, what lies beyond all existence. But, now, it had been shown 
that knowledge, as the combined activity of sense and under- 
standing, was limited to the possible objects of experience, 
hence to what was sensible; and, just for that rcason, the ap- 
plication of the categories was immanent (in the province of 
experience). Likewise ıt had been shown that thc law-deter- 
mined arrangement of the sensible, or of phenomena, to which, 
as to its only province, the understanding was assigned, is 
called nature. It is, therefore, quite natural, that to reason is 
assigned the province of the supersensible; that jt is said of the 
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a confusion appears to be unavoidable ; and then we have 
illusions, sophistications (or dialectic) of the reason, which 
are as unavoidable as that the sea appears to be a mountain, 
or that the moon appears to all, even to the astronomer, 
larger at its rising. Precisely as in these cases the illusion 
does not vanısh when we perceive that the sea is level and 
the moon does not become smaller, but thereby becomes 
harmless inasmuch as we will certainly take no measures that 
rest upon that ıllusion, so the perception that those unavoid- 
able sophistications are nothing but illusions, will not, indeed, 
obviate them, but make them harmless. Since this part of 
the Crztigue has for its object to lay open to view the sophistic 
and dialectic of the reason, Kant calls it Transcendental 
Dialectice (Properly speaking he should have said Anti- 
dialectic.) This critique of the reason as ‚becoming dialectic 
is at the same time, of course, a critique of the previous (2.e., 
the Leibnitz-Wolfhan) metaphysics, the leading principles of 
which are alleged to consist wholly of such illusions, may in 
fact all be reduced to the one illusion underlying them, that 
the unconditioned, instead of being merely employed as a norm 
in the use of our understanding, is taken as an extension of 
knowledge given by our understanding, and we hence treat 
what is merely problematical as if it contained for us some- 
thing positively given. Since a critique of ontology had 
already been given (vzd. $ 299, ı) in the demonstration that 
it is impossible and that an analytic of the understanding 
must be put in its place, Kant limits himself to criticising the 
three other parts of metaphysics, but in this criticism allows 
psychology to precede cosmology. His aim is to show to 
all three that they so far mistake the demand that we should 
go in quest of the unconditioned (in us, without us, finally, 
as regards all possible existence) as to assume that in these 
mere postulates positive information is given us. 

2. The critique of rational psychology receives with Kant 
the title, Or the Paralosisms of Pure Reason (ii. pp. 308- 
329), because in these it is to be shown that the main prin- 

-ciples of that science (vzd. $ 290, 6), viz., that the soul is 
simple (and hence immortal), that it is a substance, that it is 
a person, that it is distinct from the body, rest upon as many 
paralogisms. In making this assertion, Kant has in view not 
so much Wolff’s own arguments as those of Mendelssohn and 
Reimarus, perhaps also those of his teacher Knutzen, who, all 
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1.e., of containing only admonitions against certain points of 
view, is a delusion. In the place of all principles that a meta- 
physics of the soul usually gives, must be put the plain zo 
liquet, an exchange by which we lose nothing, for, since we 
know that no one, not even our opponent, can know anything 
concerning the real fact, no materialistic reasonings against 
immortality can disturb us. 

C£. Jürgen Bona Meyer: Kants Ansicht über die Psychologie als Wissen- 

schaft. Bonn, 1869. 

3. The critique of cosmology is treated in the section on 
the Antinomies of Pure Reason (ii. pp. 332-439). The Idea 
of the Unconditioned demands that all phenomena be not left 

- in their isolated being, that we attempt to find in a system of 
the same what we call the world. This world-Idea has modi- 
fications corresponding to the four classes of categories, and 
hence gives a plurality of world-Ideas, which are also termed 
world-conceptions. They require that we do not always cling 
to the incomplete, but seek completeness and perfection. If one 
regards the requisitions as positive assertions, there arise prin- 
ciples which, since there underlies them an Idea of the reason, 
commend themselves to us as true, may, in fact, be proved; 
only, those which are the opposites of them havc exactly 
the same demonstrative force. These are the well-known 
antinomies which are treated in T'he Antithetic of the Pure 
Reason. On the one side are, as theses, the main principles 
of the cosmology of Wolff, or rather, of Meier, z.e., the prin- 
ciples of “pure dogmatism’; on the other, are their antitheses 
(of Hume), which are to be regarded as the main principles of 
“ pure empiricism,” and both are proved in a manner recalling 
Wolff's demonstrations. To the propositions ; The world is 
limited in time and space, Consists of simple parts, Has place 
for necessity as well as for freedom, Presupposes the existence 
of an absolutely necessary essence, correspond the opposites ; 
The world is infinite as regards time and space, Only the 
composite is, There is only causal relation, hence no freedom, 
There is no necessary cause of the world. Transcendental 
idealism, or the distinction of things-in-themselves and 
phenomena, that is, of reason and understanding, which ex- 
plains the origin of these antinomies, accomplishes here still 
more: it solves them. It solves the first two (the mathe- 
matical) by showing that the theses as well as the antitheses 
are false, or that they consist ın illusions. (Properly speaking 
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able standard for reason. If, now, this standard is to be 
conceived as a thing, there results the Idea of God as the 
summum ens, which, therefore, is gotten by realizing, hyposta- 
tizing, finally, personifying, a necessary postulate of tlıe reason, 
or by attributing, as was done in the case of the psychological 
and cosmological Idea, a predicate to the noumenon that 
properly belongs only to the phenomenon. Reason itself 
feels that this is rash, and hence attempts to justify this 
subreption by supplementary considerations; and from this 
attempt proceed the proofs for the existence of God. Kant's 
critique of the Wolffian rational theology is, really, confined 
to the critique of this the most important portion of it His 
predecessors had already opposed the ontological proof, as 
the only @ Zriori proof, to the rest as proofs a posterior. 
Kant was thereby led to look upon it as the only speculative 
proof. He was confirmed in his view by the consideration that 
the teleological proof, the real nerve of which lies in the fact 
that the order in things does not have its root in things them- 
selves but is accidental to them, rests upon the cosmological 
proof, which in turn, as Kant seeks to show, presupposes 
the ontological proof. The critique of this last, therefore, 
affects all proofs in general for the existence of God. If, after 
the Cartesian manner, existence be attributed to the most 
real of all natures because, without it, that nature would be 
self-contradictory, as a triangle would be without three-sided- 
ness, then it is forgotten that, as we can in the last example 
think away both subject and predicate without any contradic- 
tion, just so is it, indeed, a contradiction to think .of God as 
non-existent, but by no means such to think that no God 
exists. The other (z.e., the Wolffian) mode of argument, z.e., 
conceiving existence as one of the realities whose complex God 
is said to be, forgets that the content of a notion undergoes an 
increase by the added reality, but not by existence, any more 
than a hundred dollars are more than a hundred by the fact 
that they have existence. Existence expresses only a relation 
to our thought, means that we must be receptive, that some- 
‚thing is “given” to us. Since, now, there is only one way in 
which something is given to us, viz., sensation, but God is not 
so given to us, the ontological proof, as well as all others rest- 
ing upon it, isan “advocate’s proof,” and just as little as one 
can squeeze out of a hundred imaginary dollars their existence, 
so little is the existence of the most real of all natures, to be 
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6. Kant has developed practical or moral philosophy partly 
in the Groundwork of the Metaphysws of Morals (Wks., iv. 
pp. ı and fol.), partly in the Critıqgue of Practwal Reason 
(Weks., iv. pp. 95 ff.), partly in the Metaphysical Foundations 
of the Theory of Rıght, and the Metaphyswal Foundations 
of the Theory of Virtue (Wks., x. pp. ı fl.); and attempts to 
give therein what can be laid down a Zriori on the subject 
of human conduct. Ihe matter contained in these three 
works is distributed in such a way that the Groundwork, 
etc., treats the laws of moral conduct, the Criiıque the 
faculty for it, the Melaphysial Foundations the system of 
moral conduct. Less here than anywhere else, should it 
be forgotten that Kant passed under the influence of the 
partial views that divided the eighteenth century into two 
opposing sides. On the one side was realism, which treated 
man as a purely natural being, and accordingly demanded 
a pursuance of the natural impulses, one class of realists, 
meaning by these, as did Hutcheson, particularly the be- 
nevolent, and the other class, as did Helvetius, the selfish 
impulses (vd. $ 281, 6, and $ 284, 5). Opposed to these, 
stand the idealists, who conceived man as a rational nature, 
as spirit, and accordingly represented him as ruled by the 
idea of perfection, of logical unity with himself. The end of 
action, which they both, indeed, call happiness, is, with one 
side, the greatest possible amount of sensuous enjoyment, 
with the other, self-admiration and self-sufficiencey. But both 
exhibit man as one in himself and sole, inner duality being 
left out of question ; and consequently their Ethics is, in the 
main, a theory of goods and virtues. The moral philosophy of 
the men of the enlightenment and the Philosophers for the 
World sought to combine these two tendencies, but could do 
this only by ignoring (superficially) their differences. It was 
quite otherwise with Kant. What is necessary to a really 
concrete unity and organic fusion was brought forward by 
him : the opposition between the elements to be fused, 
their, untruth, the truth of both, and their reconcilableness. 
Even then such a higher unity could be attained by him only 
by taking a standpoint above the two and making them his 
objects. He comprehends empiricism and rationalism also in 
the sense that he explains them. If they had merely said, 
This is the moral law; he inquired first of all, How is the 
moral law possible? From the fact that he conceived man 
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„character, I am really free; transcendental freedom is the 
possibility of making an absolute beginning, whereas the free- 
dom of the Leıibnitzians, as a determination from within, 
is not much more than the freedom of a turnspit driven by 
clock-work. The view that does not get beyond phenomena 

‚ because its space and time are determinations of things-in- 
themselves must come to the denial of such freedom ; lonly 
upon the critical standpoint is it, not, indeed, proven theoreti- 
cally that freedom is a fact, but shown that we are justihed 
in thinking of ourselves, that is, our intelligible nature, as free, 
upon which depends, not the individual acts but the entire series 
of them, our empirical nature, upon which, in repentance, we 
pass sentence of condemnation. ' (Here, again, as from the 
fact of mathematics, we can conclude back to the correctness 
of the theory of space and time.) That we are here brought 
by practical need to make theoretical (transcendental) assump- 
tions follows from the primacy which the practical reason has 
over the theoretical. T’hose assumptions are, hence, postulates 
(not in the strict mathematical sense) of the practical reason, 
by which are to be understood presuppositions which are ne- 
cessary from the practical point of view, but regarding which 
we cannot hope that they will satisfy a theoretical interest or 
extend knowledge. That the law-giver and the subject of the 
law are the same nature, as noumenon and as phenomenon, ex- 
„ plains why the law at the same time fills us with fear (strikes 
us down), and inspires us with confidence, forms of feeling 
which are commingled in reverence, which therefore unites 
compulsion and freedom. Just so is ıt clear why Kant always 
attrıbutes to the moral law the character of autonomy, and 
why he combats every form of heteronomy in morals.. Such 
heteronomy Crusius, for example, seemed to him to introduce 
in founding morals upon theology. We can speak of a Zriori 
determinations in reference to what should be, only if reason 
itself gives the law. Only thus, too, can we speak of a cate- 
gorical character in its imperative; if what should be, de- 
pended upon the arbitrary will of God, it would have validity 
only on condition that God did not alter His will, and would 
therefore be a hypothetical imperative. 

7. As the opposition of the two theories to be reconciled 
had led to conceiving the nature of man as an “ought” and 
an imperative, so the perception that the two suffered under 
just the same deficiencies and were wanting in truth, led to 


! 
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8. If the deed in its actuality is in harmony with the for- 
mula laid down, it is legal. If, on the other hand, the motive 
of the deed agrees with that formula, the deed is moral : the 
former is agreement witlı the letter, the latter, with the spirit of 
the moral law. In accordance with this distinction the Meia- 
physies of Morals is divided into the Theory of Right and the 
Theory of Virtue (Ethics). The first contains the compulsory 
externalities, the second the duties, which are not oenscience, 
but regarding which conscience renders a decision (the name 
virtue-duly | Tugend-pflicht| ıs an unfortunate coinage). Only 
the common title “ Metaphysics of Morals” unites the two; 
otherwise they so fall apart that every relation, just so soon 
as it does not rest upon a pure moral obligation, is at once 
conceived as purely an institution of right. Such are marriage 
and the State, which, accordingly, are conceived as mere con- 
tracts, inner disposition not being discussed. Here, as in 
general in the 7%eory of Rıght [or Law, Kant follows the doc- 
trine of natural right laid down by Thomasius and Wolff. After 
defining legal right as the content of the conditions under which 
the will of individuals is harmonized according to a universal 
law of freedom— which ıs possible only where there is a regu- 
lated limitation of the individual will—Kant deduces all rights 
out of the conception of law-determined freedom, and then 
divides them into private richt and public right. To the fırst 
belong rights in things, in persons (right of contract), finally ın 
persons considered as things. (Among these rights “ in persons 
after the manner of things” he reckons marriage.) Public right 
is subdivided into the right of states, of nations, and of citizens 
of the world. Between private and public right, or, rather, 
in both, falls criminal law, in which Kant, in opposition to all 
tendencies of the eighteenth century, maintains the theory of 
retaliation, and, with the sternness of a Minos, demands pro- 
pitiation for guilt, and hence calls the pardoning-power “ slip- 
pery.” Attacks on the death-penalty he terms sophistical 
because they proceed from the false idea that the transgressor 
has willed the punishment (then would he, in fact, be re- 
warded); rather is he punished because he willed the transgres- 
sion. In the Right of the State he in many respects agrees 
with Montesquieu. Only, he does not attach nearlv so much 
importance as Montesquieu to the different forms of rule, z.e., 
to whether one or many wield the highest power. He attaches 
all the more importance to the kind of government. The re- 
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to one’s own culture ; and these concern either the animal or 
the moral side of man. Now among the last-mentioned is 
included also the duty to have religion, 2.e., the duty to regard 
the voice of conscience (of the Aomo noumenon) as divine, 
where so doing gives greater strength to the moral law. Just 
as there are no duties towards animals, but man owes it to 
Jiimself not to be inhuman or to act in an inhuman way, so 
there are no duties towards God. Düuties towards others are 
divided into duties of merit, or duties of love, and duties of 
obligation, or duties of respect. Both are united in the duties 
of friendship. 

9. The sharp separation, already mentioned above, of the 
legal and the moral with a mandchaflike Frederick the Great 
and Lessing, as regards natural impulse, thinks and feels 
as a Stoic, and, as regards nationality, as a believer in the 
Enlishtenment, Jhas no subjective counterpoise where the 
definitions of marriage and the State are in question. Both 
are to him contracts. The first, certainly, hardly admits of 
excuse. But the case is otherwise where his ethnological 
interests and his cosmopolitan ideas together find expression 
in the treatment of the history of the world. In the short 
works entitled : /deas for a Universal History from a Cos- 
mopolitan Point of View (1789); On Everlasting Peace (1795), 
and concerning the progress of the human race in his Conflict 
of the Faculties (1798), one sees how Kant is on the point of 
rising above the opposition in which his view has its root. 
. The goal of the world’s history is to him the rational, z.e., as 
was above remarked, the republican, form of state. The race, 
which, since the individual cannot do it, must be assumed to 
participate in all human perfection, approaches this form of 
state in such a manner that the individual generations are 
steps upon the way. A means thereto is the antagonism of 
individual states, which differ in natural conditions, and the 
egoistic interests of individuals. But as both draw nearer to 
that goal, there is presented a harmony between nature and 
freedom, between natural impulse and reason. This becomes 
ever greater, for the goal, the true republic, is attained wherever 
a union of states puts an end to war, as in true politics right 
and morals are the same. The chief means for ascertaining 
how far this is already accomplished and for effecting lasting 
continuance is, again, publicity, the right of the individual 
to try all that is a subject of dispute by the moral standard. 
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N theoretically indemonstrable and as only conceivable, and re- 
mains absolutelyunknowable, and as regards its wAa# and Aow 
a mere x, becomes morally certain to us as regards its #Aaf. 

_ God, freedom, and immortality are, therefore, postulates of the 
practical reason, which commands the theoretical reason, which 
had been able merely to arrive at a zor /ıquet, to take as 
a principle that without the assumption of which the oractical 
end is not to be realized. Since, now, these three form the 
content of theology, ethics is not to be founded upon theo- 
logy, but, conversely theology upon ethics : a theological ethics 
like that of Crusms had been rejected as untenable, and 

. remains so; a theology founded upon ethics is quite admis- 
sible. (It was earlier remarked [vzd. $ 281, 7] that Shaftesbury 
had expressed himself in precisely the same way.) Here Kant 
acknowledges that whoever can co-operate just as energetic- 

- ally in the realization of that moral order of the world with- 
„_ out those assumptions is not obligated by them. He appears 
to have held it to be the least Possible to dispense with the 
assumption of freedom ; hence he often calls it a fact, and 
the certainty of it frequently a kind of knowledge; it is a 
scibile. On the contrary, it appears to him the most possible 
to observe the moral law without the assumption of the exist- 
ence of God. The expressions, that this Idea is “ unavoid- 
able,” and that the theoretical certainty of an existing God 
overwhelms us and fills us with terror, which involuntarily 
recall the Sysierze de la Nature (vid.$ 286, 3); and, finally, the 
circumstance that God and che harmony between morality 
and nature are both designated by one and the same term, 
(the highest good) prove that Kant was much inclined to do 

- what soon afterwards Fichte did: to substitute for the ıdea 
of God that of the moral order of the world. The assump- 

- tion merely of the 'I'hat and merely for practical ends, Kant 
terms faith, and opposes it to knowledge as to assumption 
based on theoretical grounds, which at the same time relates 
to the What: but just so also «loes he oppose it, as a rational 
faith, to the historical faith which is a theoretical, only more 
uncertain, belief. Only another expression in favour of the 
primacy of the practical reason over the theoretical is it, there- 
fore, when Kant says that he is obliged to limit knowledge 
in order to make a place for faith. If, now, one saw in the 
fact of his having spoken of a (conditional) duty of making 
such assumptions, nothing more than Basedow’s duty of faith 
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occupied with the opposition in which philosophical (dogmatic) 
knowledge stands to mathematics, so the second is concerned 
with the Canon of Pure Reason (594-619), particularly with 
the distinction between theoretical belief and certainty, the 
ground and end of which are merely practical,—a subject that 
was discussed, in part, in the tenth paragraph of this section. 
Opinion, faith, and knowledge are distinguished ; under the 
second of these, again, pragmatic, doctrinal, and moral faith are 
distinguished;, and this part of the work concludes with the 
consoling assurance that in what relates to the essential ends 
of man the bounties are impartially distributed, since the 
greatest philosopher stands on the same footing with him who 
is guided by the commonest understanding. In the third 
chapter, The Architectonic of Pure Reason (619-632) we have, 
first, a determination of the conception (not that of the schools 
but that of the world) of philosophy,—philosophy being the 


“ science of the relation of all knowledge to the essential ends 


u 


of the human reason, and the philosopher being, therefore, not 
merely an intellectual artist but one who legislates for the 
human reason. Then it is shown how the two main divisions 
of philosophy, the Philosophy of Nature and of Morals, have 
to do, the former, with what is, the latter, with what should 
be. Those parts which are pure, abstracting from all that is 
empirical, may be termed the Metaphysics of Nature and 
of Morals, which are both preceded by Transcendental Philo- 
sophy as propzedeutic and critique. In a somewhat artificial 
manner, Kant attempts to force metaphysics into the four 
parts given by Wolff, only with the modification, that in the 
place of the rational psychology is put rational physiology 
(of which the former forms a minimal part). The fourth 
chapter of the Theory of Method, The Aıstory of Pure Reason 
(633-636), classifies previous views, opposing, according to 
various grounds of division, intellectualism to sensualism, 
noölogism to empiricism, scientific to naturalistic philosophy, 
and finally sceptical to dogmatic philosophy. The invitation 
to enter with him upon the hitherto untrodden critical way, 
that thus it may become, instead of a footpath, a highway, 
closes the Theory of Method. 


$ 301. 
THE CRITIQUE OF JUDGMENT. 
ı. To what extent Kant has succeeded in solving the Arst 


% 
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made room for them more, even, than did Lessing. Likewise 
one cannot deny that Kant's discrimination between the pure 
and empirical Ego, the former of which accompanies every 
(individual) consciousness as consciousness Ser se, would be 
much more readily accepted by a Spinozist, to whom the idea 
of the zuxZellectus infinutus was familiar, than, perhaps, by Men- 
delssohn. And, indeed, the later development, precisely of 
the theory of pure apperception, has shown that in it there 
lies the germ of pantheistical theories. The 00 noumenon in 
practical philosophy, the pure apperception in theoretical 
philosophy, are insights that did not spring up in the soil of 
the Enlightenment. Much more, however, than in the works 
on theoretical and practical philosophy does this appear—and 
with it appears the tendency to unite with them those of his 
own century—in the work, which, with the Cruigue of Pure 
Reason as the,first, the Cri/iyue of Practical Reason as the 
second, must be called Kant’s third masterpiece, viz., in the 
Critique of Judgment (Wks., vii. pp. 3-376). 

2. In order rightly to estimate this work, in which Kant 
really transcends the standpoint.of the two other Critiques, it 
must be borne in mind that the psychological foundations of 
all his investigations were not discovered by himself, but were 
borrowed, first from Wolff and the Wolfhlans, later from Tetens, 
whose book, as Hamann writes, always lay open on his table. 
Likewise must it, in the second place, not be forgotten that, 
according to his express explanation, all determinations usually 
contained in a complete ontology are to find their foundation 
in the Crziigue, a position in which he distinctly refers to 
Baumgarten. But.these two facts must lead to Kant’s leaving 


“ behind him the dualism between understanding and reason, 


the conceptions of nature and of freedom to which he had 
come, and then transcendental idealism also. The distinc- 
tion between the theoretical reason, or the understanding, and 
the practical reason, or reason proper, is, as Kant expressly 
confesses, just the same as that which Tetens designates by 
the words jaculties of knowledse and of desire. Now even 
Meier, more clearly Mendelssohn, and most strikingly Tetens, 
had shown that the faculty of feeling stands between the two 
as the faculty of pleasure and pain. Likewise, again, there 
was to be found in every complete ontology, and particularly 
in that of Baumgarten (J/et., 341 ff.), a conception the name 
for which, on account of its relationship with the problems or 
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and get beyond all previous antitheses by synthesis, the more 
must trichotomy rule in the articulation of the system; for, 
dualitas reducta ad unilatem est trinitas, runs the old sayıng. 
The schema of triple-membered articulation in philosophical 
investigation, which, later, was degraded, by misuse, into a 
Procrustean bed, dates properly from that table with which 
the introduction to the Criligue of Judgment ends (p. 39). 


where, between the faculty of knowledge and that of desire, ıs 


placed the feeling of pleasure and pain; between understanding 
and reason, judgment; between determination by law and 
the final end, determination by end; between nature and free- 
dom, art. 

3. Corresponding to the problems which the transcendental 
establishment of the Metaphysics of Nature and of Morals had 
to solve, Kant formulates also the problem of the Critique of 
(reflective) Judgment thus: It has to answer the question, 


"How are synthetic judgments @ Zrzori possible as regards our 


delight in perceived conformity to an end ? z.e., Can we, and 
why can we, determine, as regards pleasure, anything indepen- 
dently of all experience ? But this question immediately falls 
into two, since, upon closer consideration, conformity to an end 
shows itself to be twofold. An object, that is to say, may 
affect the observer in a way that is end-determined as re- 
gards the person affected, z.e, is in harmony with his nature 
and character: this conformity to an end, which contributes 
as little to the knowledge of the object as the merely finding 
it agreeable does, may be termed subjective, and the pleasure 
felt in it should be termed zsthetic, because it has nothing to 
do with the conception of the object (the logical element ın 
it). It is otherwise where we perceive the conformity of an 


“object to its notional or ideal possibility, z.e., its nature and 


character; since we attribute to it objective conformity to 
an end, and our pleasure in it is logical. The Critique of 
Judgment falls, accordingly, into the Critique of A&sthetic 
and of Teleological judgment. Each of these, just as does 
the Critique of Pure Reason, falls into a Theory of Elements 
and a Theory of Method; only, Kant here himself confesses 
what was above asserted by us as regards the Criigue of 
Pure Reason ($ 298, 2), that the Theory of Method is merely 
an appendix. The division of the Theory of Elements is in 
both parts the same : the Analytic determines in what (subjec- 
tive and objective) conformity to an end consists, the Dialectic 
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imaginary pleases as beautiful.) The more precise definition 
of the conception of the beautiful may be attained by the aid 
of the table of categories, or, rather, according to the four 
classes of these; and the most important results to be men- 
tioned are that an object is to .be regarded as beautiful which 
-calls forth a free, disinterested pleasure that does not rest upon 
a conception and is not to be traced to a conscious intention, 
and, finally, arises universally and necessarıly. The sublime, 
to which Kant now passes, is held to be distinguished from 
“ the beautiful in such a manner that in it perceptions are not 
compared with conceptions of the understanding, but with Ideas 
of the reason, so that we feel the superiority of the reason to 
the imagination in that the extensive or intensive magnitudes 
which this produces, even the infinite which it fabricates, seem 
small in contrast to Ideas. Just on account of this dispro- 
portion between the two, there is mingled in the feeling of 
-the sublime, as not in that of the beautiful, with the feeling 
of pleasure a kind of pain, and from this commingling there 
results the feeling of reverence, whereby the feeling for the 
-sublime is connected more with the moral, the taste for the 
beautiful, on the other hand, with the theoretical. Since in 
the feeling for the sublime, just as above in the case of the 
beautiful, the faculty of perceptions is subordinated to the faculty 
of Ideas, so there arise thereby ssthetic (z.e., sensible) Ideas 
(2.e., something non-sensible), which point beyond experience, as 
dothe Ideas of reason, but differ from them in such a way that 
the zsthetic Idea is a perception to which no conception ever 
corresponds, and which therefore is inexplicable [zuexpozzdel], 
whereas the Idea of reason is a conception to which no percep- 
tion can ever correspond, and which is therefore indemon- 
strable [zudemonstrabel], since to demonstration monstration is 
- also necessary. The impression of the beautiful and the sub- 
lime may be produced by an object of nature as well as by an 
object created by freedom. The latter, the art-product, will, 
‚since the consciousness of ends and intention must be wanting, 
be able to do this only if it be the work of genius, of freedom 
become natural endowment, in which the product of freedom 
has become like nature. In the beautiful work of art, there- 
fore, that mean between nature and freedom is most completely 
- attained. Where genius, the faculty of zsthetic Ideas, calls 
forth, by the production of the beautiful, or art, sthetically 
interesting ideas, it is these that please and not the object, 
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with which the Critiqgue of Judgment closes (pp. 224-227), 
which declares a theory of method of taste to be impossible, 
because there is no science of the beautiful. Manner (modzs) 
here occupies the place of method (meikodus) ; the master 
shows how to do, the pupil imitates. The best means to be 
employed as propzdeutic to all fine art is the study of the 
ancients, and moral culture ; this is with justice termed a 
study of the Aumanıora. 
5. In the First Part of the Cruigue of Teleologial 
Judgment, the Analytıc (pp. 232-258), there is first deter- 
„ mined the conception of the inner end, or end of nature, in 
opposition to that of utility, which the previous teleology had 
laid down ; it is something that is cause and effect of itself, 
since in it all parts are determined by the Idea of the whole 
and are held in reciprocity, so that, consequently, the organ- 
ized and self-organizing product of nature is to be regarded 
as an end of nature. On the necessity of such a view, Kant 
has expressed himself z# ertenso in the Introduction, to this 
effect: The Transcendental Dialectic and the philosophy of 
nature resting upon it had laid down all the a Zroori 
universal laws to which the ordered world (nature) of movable 
matter is subject. Since they all relate only to motions that 
are called forth by external causes, they may be termed me- 
chanical, their totality mechanism. Now in one portion of the 
phenomena of nature we encounter a multitude of particular 
laws not to be deduced from those universal laws; which par- 
ticular laws must, when compared with those universal laws, be 
regarded as accidental, z.e., as not necessary, consequences of 
the mechanism of nature. The tendency of reason is to seek 
everywhere a universal law for those accidental particular 
laws—which indeed had been the business of the reflecting 
- judgment. Such a law is, now, that of a causality that is 
different from that which is mechanical and depends upon 
external causes, and hence is an inner causality. But the 
“inner ground of motion is end, or purpose (motive, cf. $ 40). 
The necessity for the assumption of this second or other kind 
.of causality is a necessity determined by the organization of 
our understanding, hence obtains only of us, is subjective. If 
we were not constituted so that we have to bring the con- 
ception—as that which attests the possibility of the object— 
into conjunction with the perception, which is a warrant of its 
reality, or, so that the perception gives to our merely formal 
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lies in the circumstance that both are false, and that the 
defenders of the first, Epicureanism and Spinozism, as well 
as those of the second, Hylozoism and Theism, are untenable 
systems of natural science, the one fanciful, the other chimeri- 
cal, because they convert maxims of reflection into dogmatic 
assertions, entirely apart from the fact that they ignore the 
above-mentioned distinction of the organic and inorganic 
world. Here also, to the Dialectic is joined an Appendix, 
which discusses the theory of method of the teleological judg- 
ment (pp. 295-376). This contains an extended discussion 
of teleology and its relation to natural science and theology. 
Here Kant expresses himself to this effect, that if man be 


“looked upon as the final end of the world, this is admissible 


only if man, the Aomo noumenon, the subject of morality, be 
spoken of, and hence, properly speaking, morality must be 
fixed as this final end. In favour of this view speaks also the 
fact that the well-being or happiness which that earlier teleo- 
logy particularly had in view may be conceived also as a 


“ result of the mere nature-mechanism, but morality cannot at 


all beso conceived, As regards, further, the physical theology, 
Kant does not fail to perceive that in it is formulated what the 
human heart usually feels in viewing the order in nature, — 
superiority to it. But he remarks upon this point, particularly 
where the physico-theological argument for the existence of 
God is advanced, that so little is known by us of the order 
in nature, and the amount of what appears to us, by reason 
of this ignorance, as disorder is so great, that we can at 


-most only conclude to a wise orderer, but not by any means 


to an all-wise creator. But it ıs otherwise ıf we make our 
point of departure what was just affırmed to be the final end 
of nature, 2.e., morality, and, instead of a physical theology, 
attempt an ethical theology. Of all proofs for the existence 


-of God, the moral, as given in the practical philosophy, ac- 


cording to which the existence of God is a postulate of the 
practical reason, is the most eogent, and, like the Crzlıyue 
of Pure Reason, and the Critique of Practical Reason, the 
Critique of Judgment closes with the praise of the faith of 


“ reason, which, because it rests upon morality, is religion, z.e., 


knowledge of our duty as a divine command. 

6. Ihe assertion made above (sad ı), that in the Crzligue 
of Judgment more than in the other two Critiques Kant 
has combined the views of the seventeenth century with 
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“ manner in which he views nature all the various ways are 
combined in which the philosophy of the ancients had viewed 
.it. Before Anaxagoras, there was only one view, which de- 
rived all things out of the natural sources of motion, 2.e., the 
mechanical view ; with Anaxagoras there begins, and has not 
ceased even with Plato (vzd. $ 87, 5), the external teleological 
way of looking at nature, which connects nature with ends 
lying outside of it, and thus diverges from that first theory. 
: Aristotle was the first who maintained the conception of the 
inner immanent end, which places him in a position to be 
even more just than Plato to the earlier theory, which entirely 
ignored end in nature, to say nothing of the fact that it 
enabled him to conceive the nature of living being, as well as 
that of the work of fine art, as self-end. Although Kant had no 
direct acquaintance with Aristotle, as had Lessing, and hence 
-does not confess to having such reverence for him (regarded 
as a logician), yet the agreement with Aristotle’s theory (of 
nature and of fine art) is as great in his case as in Lessing's. 
But if he ıs in agreement with Aristotle, so also is he with all 
philosophemes before Aristotle, who had incorporated these 
into his system. But the third period of ancient philosophy 
had put forth other theories ; and first, those of the Dog- 
matists ($ 95 ff.), which originally were indeed only in the 
province of ethics. But the relationship of the Kantian 
theories with those of the Stoics has been so often affırmed 
and shown to be just in this province, that, instead of repeat- 
ing what was long ago said, we must, the rather, bear in 
mind that the admirer of Lucretius could not, irrespectively of 
the Epicureans, have come to conceive happiness as an atten- 
»dant of natural circumstance, and yet give it so high a place 
in ethics. That Kant has points, of agreement with the 
Epicurean theory even much more in physics than in ethics 
his Theory of the Heavens expressiy acknowledges. Further, 
as regards Scepticism (vzd. $ 99 ff.), Kant is very often obliged 
to allow himself to find fault with it, and the justification for 
asserting, when speaking of Pyrrho, that he formulated the 
problem of philosophy just as Kant has, will very soon be 
shown. That, finally, the Roman Syncretism (v:d. $ 106) 
should leave lasting traces upon a man who at school was a 
rival of Ruhnkenius in Latin and must consequently have 
had his Cicero well in mind, this last circumstance must be a 
guarantee, even if he had not, at the beginning of his literary 
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But, now, there appears a work, which, according to an expres- 
sion in one of Kant's letters, has as its object the answering 
of that third question, or, what means the same thing, to give 
- Kant’s philosophical theory of religion. Here his method of 
» procedure is as if he had asked, “ What may I hope, z/ I do 
what I ought ? that ıs, theoretical certainty becomes a conse- 
quence and (since this consequence does not enter as unwilled 
- consequence) appears as a willed consequence or proposed end 
and hence as an essential fact. What wonder that many of 
his “ Enlightened” friends were alarmed at this approach to 
the orthodox, with whom pure theory was the essential thing, 
whereas the Enlightened, and hitherto Kant also, had declared 
it to be right-doing. A work so honestly intended must 
suffer being characterized as a disloyal condescension ; one of 
the most profound works, as a sad example of the weakness 
of age. If Kant fixed as the problem of his philosophical 
theory of religion, to show that what can be known through 
the doctrines of the Church and of the Bible can also be 
. known by reason, keeping entirely within the limits of reason, 
and employed, to establish and explain his principles, the 
history, languages, books of all people, even the Bible itself, — 
his course is just the opposite of that followed by the Church 
Fathers, who drew from the Bible the eternal truth, and that 
by the Scholastics, who made truths of reason out of dogmas. 
But just on this account must he come into contact with them. 
Coincidence in the two sides in this encounter shows that all 
essential dogmas which Patristic activity had established (z.d. 
$$ 140-144) were discussed by Kant; as an encounter with 
those who were moving in an opposite direction, it shows that 
-the course for Kant is the opposite of that which the framers 
of dogmas had followed. He first comes to terms with 
Augustine, then with what Cyril and Dioscurus had laid 
down, and finally with Athanasius. First he attempts to get 
an unbiased standpoint. Since this is presented neither by 
. supernaturalism, which asserts the necessity of a supernatural 
revelation, nor by naturalism, which asserts its impossibility, 
nor even, finally, by Deism, which declares that historical 
religion contains only what natural religion teaches, Kant 
takes such a position, that upon all this he decides nothing, 
- but declares natural religion to be necessary, which de- 
mands that a thing be recognised as a duty rather than asa 
divine command. Whoever maintains this principle, hence he 
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sion as good, as well-pleasing to Him. Asa subsidiary point, 
because it relates to what the reason can neither construe nor 
show as impossible, Kant treats of the question whether there 
be works of grace, by which God can help to that conversion. 
It should have no practical interest whatever, since we our- 
selves should always do all that is possible for our own 
betterment. 

3. The Second Part treats of the Conflut of the Gooa 
Principle with the Evil for the Mastery in Man (pp. 219-257), 
and discusses particularly the theory of Atonement. Since 
-humanity in its moral perfection is the final end of creation, 
this man who alone is well-pleasing to God can with right be 
characterized as existent from all eternity, as He through 
whom (2.e., for whose sake) all things were made, as the Son 
of God, etc. This Idea of perfect humanity, since we have 
not made it, has descended to us and has made its dwelling 
with us, united itself with us. It is to be thought only under 
the Idea of a man in whom we practically believe if we seek 
to become so like him that there is secured to us the assurance 
of living with him in equal relations. If now, a man of so 
divine a disposition should come at a certain time, as it were 
out of Heaven, upon earth, and had given in himself the 
example of a man well-pleasing to God, and brought about 
an infinitely great moral good through a revolution in the 
human race, he zıg)t, perhaps, be a supernaturally be- 
gotten man; we have the less cause to assume this, as the 
exaltation of such a holy one above all human frailty might 
be an obstacle to the practical eflicacy of his example. 
Still, he could speak of himself as ıf the Ideal of the Good 
were corporeally represented in him, because he speaks only 
of that disposition of mind which he has taken for his rule. 
This disposition of mind would be the rishteousness that 
obtains before God. By the death of the old man we receive 
into ourselves the disposition of the Son of God, hence Him, 
and the pain that accompanies such death is the punish- 
ment that the new man suffers for the old, which then 
by personification becomes the death suffered by him for ouı 
redemption. Only with this view of the theory of redemp- 
tion is it of practical importance ; for we see that only by the 
receiving of the Ideal, of the Son of God, into our disposition 
and by change of heart, is absolution conceivable, and with it 
the certainty that the feared might of evil can avail nothing 
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moral conduct as the essential thing in religion. This is an 
approximation to the goal where God shall be all in all, in 
that the historical faith has prepared the way for the faith 
of reason. The General Observation to this Part relates to 
the mysteries, and is occupied particularly with the Trinity, 
which is interpreted in such a manner that God is to be 
conceived as having a moral quality of a three-fold nature, 
for which the designation of each of the various (moral) 
personalities is not an unfit expression. ‚Without the dis- 
tinctions of holiness, goodness, and justice, there is incurred 
the danger of falling into a slavish faith, since God would be 
thought of as is a human despot (in whom the three forms of 
authority are united). But it must always be held fast that 
reason can permit this mystery only ina practicalinterest. Not 
with a view to a theoretical knowledge of God, but because it 
is of practical interest that callıng, atonement, and election 
‚should not be confounded, can we say that the symbol of 
baptism expresses complete pure ethical religion. 

5. The Fourth Part, which treats of true and false service 
under the dominion of the good principle, or of Religion and 
Priesthood (pp. 329-389), is linked with the fact that in the 
preceding Part the transition from the historical faith to that 
of reason is designated as the proper coming of the kingdom 
of God. Before the goal is completely attained, true service 
of God consists in furthering that transition, false service in 
the hindering of it. If in the Christian religion, which, like 
the others, contains, besides the doctrines of natural religion, 
a historical and a statutory element, worth is attributed to the 
latter alone, or even merely a greater worth than to the former, 
there arıses a preponderance of the learned class, since only 
they are familiar with the historical element. This prepon- 
derance leads to priesthood, which, since the majority of the 
people consists of laity, is a source of danger to the State, 
because those who have become habituated to rendering a 
false show of service at last become clever in rendering only 
a mere show of obedience to the civil law. If false service 
consists in the false subjection of the faith of reason to the 
historical faith, as a part of it must be reckoned also the false 
education of youth, which bases the theory of virtue upon the 
theory of godliness, instead of, in the opposite way, awakening 
first the ethical spirit and beginning a new life. The General 
Observation considers the means of grace (an expression in 
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with the Critigue of Judgment ($ 301, 6), and what was just 
now said, even the above-made assertion is justified, namely, 
that Kant is, indeed, not the alpha and omega of the latest 
philosophy, but the epoch-making philosopher of it, because 
in him all its problems already have their solution. Whether 
and wherein these solutions remain incomplete, the further 
development of philosophy has to show. As by the discovery 
made by Anaxagoras the circle was described beyond which 
Attic philosophy did not pass, so Kant, who—if we may 
institute a comparison—took a step forward as great as (if not 
greater than) did Anaxagoras, the Sophists, and Socrates to- 
gether, laid the foundation upon which, up to the present day, 
all have built. 


D.—KANTIANS AND ANTI-KANTIANS. 


$ 303. 
THE RECEPTION OF CRITICISM 


ı. Although the Kantian philosophy might be expected to 
have, not less than the Wolffian (vd. what was said above, 
$ 290, 9), a numerous following, yet this was a long time in 
coming. Scarcely any notice was taken pf the DisserZafion ; 
much less was its epoch-making character suspected. One 
person, however, forms an exception here ; naturally so, since 
he had appeared as respondent for it, and Kant had talked the 
contents of it over with him. This was the brilliant Marcus 
Herz, who in his Reflections in Speculative Philosophy (Königs- 
berg, 1771) developed further Kant’s views on time and space. 
Attention was directed to the Disseriation also by Men- 
delssohn, whose criticisms of it nevertheless show how little 
he had perceived its importance. The Crziigue of Pure 
Reason also appeared, and the best review of it (the Garve- 
Feder review) Kant could with justice characterize as one in 
which criticsm had preceded investigation. Towards arous- 
ing the attention of the public, more was contributed than 
by Kants own Prolegomena by the court-preacher Johann 
Schulze (1793-1805), in his Zrplanations relating to Professor 
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, and, later, by his Zxarginatıon 
of the Kantıan Critique of Pure Reason (2 vols., Königsberg, 
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having, on the one hand, a realistic, on the other an idealistic, 
colouring. Both must have divined that the new doctrine 
would threaten death to them. But of course each would 
condemn in it, not what was akin, but what was opposed, to 
itself. From the Göttingen circle came, as has frequently 
been said, the first more important review (in this class cannot 
be numbered that by Ewald published in the Gotha Gelehrte 
Zeitung) of the Critique of Pure Reason. This review sees 
in the work pure Berkeleianism. The leaders of this circle, 
Meiners and Feder, miss no opportunity to attack Kant. 
To the first, Kant is a sophist, because he professes to doubt 
sensible reality ; to the second, an extreme idealist. Weis- 
haupt, who was trained by Feder, makes about the same 
objections as his earlier master. A man who stands in close 
relation with this circle ıs Tiedemann in Giessen, who, gradu- 
ally coming to very sceptical views, combats the Kantian 
system as too dogmatic. Not widely different proves to be 
the verdict of Platner of Leipsic, although he proceeds with 
a certain diplomatic prudence. In direct opposition thereto, 
Eberhard, who belongs to the Berlin circle, asserts that Kant 
arrived at his divergences from the doctrine of Leibnitz with 
the assistance of Locke, who is therefore responsible for his 
errors. Mendelssohn, again, who belongs to the same circle, 
sees in Criticism only a revival of the scepticism of Hume, 
and hence, Kant is to him the universal iconoclast. A blunter 
view of the case is that of Nicolai, who, in romances profess- 
ing to be witty, attacks the “vonvornige” (a priori)) philosophy. 
The spirit of Mendelssohn and Nicolai had become the ruling 
one in the Berlin Academy, when the former was dead and 
the latter was not yet member of it. Thus in the year 1792, 
the prize-question on the Progress of Metaphysics was insti- 
tuted by it, and repeated in 1795 ; for the answering of this, 
Schwab received the prize because he proved that metaphysics 
had remained wholly unshaken since the time of Wolff. (A 
treatise by Hülsen, which contained the remark that nothing 
such as the gentlemen called metaphysics really existed after 
1781, and particularly after the Science of Knowledge, was 
generally regarded merely as pleasantry.) The same Schwab 
published, with a recommendation from Nicolai, Mine Dia- 
logues between Wolff and a Kantian (1798), as well as Zieht 
Letters upon some Contradictions and Inconsequences in Kant’s 
datest Works (1791). He was also one of the most active 
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his judgments upon the French Revolution, which appeared 
first in the Allgemeine Literaturzeitung, then as a work pro- 
per. It touches at very many points the celebrated work of 
Burke. That it was particularly the study of Spinoza that 
furnished to him the theoretical basis for his anti-revolutionary 
views, appears from the earlier-written work, Or the Relation 
of Metaphysis to Religion (1787), in which he explains that 
there is no other metaphysics than the Spinozistic, but de- 
fends this against the charge of being dangerous to religion. 
Wholly different is the position of CHrıstian JacoB Kraus 
(1753-1807), who was Professor of Practical Philosophy and 
Cameralistics in Königsberg, and very highly esteemed by 
Kant. His treatise on Panthersm, composed at the suggestion 
of Jacobi, shows that he had zealously studied Spinozism, but 
with the individualistic view of his century tenaciously fixed 
in his conviction. There could not be expected of a pupil of 
Hume and Adam Smith an inclination towards that “ Proteus,” 
as it was the fashion for a long time after the appearance of 
Krauss essay to term pantheism. Grateful recognition of 
Hume was it, also, that caused Kraus, who was in agreement 
with Kant in the theory of time and space and of trans- 
cendental freedom, to wish that scepticism might more fully 
receive its due in Kant’s philosophy. Kraus’s works, edited 
by H. von Auerswald (7 vols., 1808-1813), have for their 
eighth volume, a work entitled: Vorzeit, a Biography of this 
Learned and Discreet Man (1319). 

4. More was contributed towards the spreading of Kantian 
Ideas by Germany’s Sophocles, Joıann CHRISTOPH FRIED- 
RICH SCHILLER (Nov. 10, 1759—May 9, 1805), than by 
any professed philosopher. The instruction of Abel in 
the Carlsschule, the ardour with which the youth studied the 
writings of Lessing and Garve, the enthusiasm with which 
Rousseau filled him, are the most important momenta in the 
development of Schiller's view of the world before hıs attention 
was turned to Kant. The Philosophical Letters of the year 
1786 show, attractive as they are, a ferment that had not yet 
arrived at clarification, of pantheistic and sceptical opinions. 
That it was, at the very first, the Odservations on the Feeling 
of the Beautiful and Sublime, and then (after 1791) the 
Critique of Judgment, that were for Schiller the entrance- 
gate into Criticism is readily comprehensible. But one under- 
estimates Kant’s influence upon Schiller and the capacity 
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had hoped to find in Kant the conception of the beautiful ob- 
jectively dehned. Gradually, what were precisely the cardinal 
points of Kant’s Critique of /Esthetical Judgment, viz., that 
there is no objectively demonstrable principle for the beautiful, 
hence no science of the same, but that criticism and analysis 
have discovered only the subjective conditions under which a 
thing pleases as beautiful; that sthetic pleasure is independent 
of the matter and the existence of the object, and relates solely 
to its form and its appearance ; that that is beautiful which calls 
forth a free play or a harmonious relation of the powers of re- 
presentation and hence makes us feel subjective conformity to 
end, etc. —won Schiller’s assent. The fruits of the reflections 
that were aroused by Kant are laid down in the Esthetical 
Essays, among which are particularly to be mentioned: Or the 
Ground of Pleasure in Tragical Subjecis (1792): On the Art 
of Tragedy (1792): On Grace and Dignity (1795): On the 
Pathetic (1793) : On the Esthetic Education of Man (1795): 
Onthe Necessary Limits ın the Use of Beautiful Forms (1795): 
On Naive and Sentimental Poetry (1796). Heshows in these 
works how zsthetic feeling brings into harmonious accord the 
form-giving reason and the matter-receiving sense-faculty, and 
puts the mind in a state of quiet reflection, since what is per- 
ceived (the beautiful) produces by the form of its appearance 
an active play of the imagination. Differing from Kant, who 
supposes the feeling of the beautiful to be produced only 
where the dependent, conditioned beauty (of the human form) 
does not supervene (upon the tone or colour composition), 
Schiller considers man as the proper ideal, and passes from 
the grace and dignity to be distinguished in him to the distinc- 
tion between beauty and sublimity. That the sublime should 
particularly interest him, who was almost exclusively a tragic 
poet, lies in the nature of the case. It was so particularly at 
first, when the beautiful was to him an intimation of the true 
and good, art a means to these, and subordinated to morals. 
How this subordination prepared the way for co-ordination 
and finaliy for super-ordination, and how he had “ poetized 
himself into philosophy, and again philosophized himself back 
into poetry, has been very ingeniously shown, step by step, 
by Kuno Fischer in the work mentioned below. It is clear that 
here Kant has been transcended. It is wholly peculiar to 
Schiller that he weighed exactly the importance of the feeling 
of the beautiful and of art for the development of humanity as 
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remained for the most part unnoticed, as appears from 
Degerando's verdic. No book so smoothed the way for the 
understanding of the Kantian Philosophy in France as the 
well-known work of Madame de Stael. But for this, Victor 
Cousins Leciures on the Kantıan Philosophy (1820) would 
hardily have received such approbation that they could be 
printed twenty years later. Remusat also holds an honour- 
able place among the expositors of the Kantian theory, and 
among the translators of Kant’s works Keratry, Tissot, 
Weyland, Jouffroy, Trullard, Kortet, Barniı have made them- 
selves well-known. Men began to occupy themselves with 
Kant in England even earlier than in France. Nitsch and 
Willich apprised the English public in the years 1796 and 
1798 of the great revolution in the sphere of philosophy. 
Then the works of Beck (vid. $ 308, 7 ff.) early found trans- 
lators. And then the representatives of the Scotch School 
(vid. $ 292, 4 ff.), and, after them, Englishmen also, began to 
perceive that German speculation could be no longer ignored; 
and how little they have done this is shown by Edward 
Caird'’s A Critwal Account of the Philosophy of Kant 
(Glasgow, 1877), which may here be mentioned in lieu 
of a long list of works the absence of which it amply com- 
pensates for. 


$ 304. 
Tıue FaAıTtH-PHiıLosopny. 


ı. Attacks made from a standpoint that had become 
questionable even to one occupying it (Lessing) could not 
possibly shake a system that stood so high above it. How- 
ever much those who made the attacks might exclaim against 
arrogance, when they had brought upon themselves the neces- 
sity of hearing repeatediy from the Kantians that they had 
not understood Kant, the latter could hardly say otherwise 
than, If a philosophy obviates the opposition between realism 
and idealism, pantheism and individualism, naturalism and 
theosophy by the fact that it reflects upon them (by becoming 
transcendental), and of course no longer says, as do those 
involved in this opposition, It zs so 07 so, but So and so I must 
view it; and must nevertheless allow itself to be reproached 
with having denied that it is so, hence with having asserted 
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idealism and realism. If in the uniting of opposites Hamann 

has a place by the side of Kant, often indeed surpassing him 

in this respect, he falls behind Kant by the fact that this 
union is with him something merely subjective. Hence 
his repugnance to all demonstration ; hence his eulogies of 

Hume, as having put in the place of knowledge the subjective 

certainty of faith. That, he regards as a greater merit than his 

investigations relating to the conception of causality. Both, 
his delight in reconciled contradiction and the subjectivism 
in his thought, are united in the most natural way, in that 

Hamann was more and more immersed in those religious 

doctrines which because of their concrete character, are an 

abomination to the disjunctive understanding and, because 
of his own inner experience, are certain to the believer. 

Hence the atonement, in which “apotheosis” is conditioned 

by the “descent-into-hell of self-knowledge,” or, what is the 

same thing, only objectively expressed, the God-man, being 
the Word become flesh, solves all contradictions. Just so as 
regards the triune God, who is one and many. Without these 

“mysteries” Christianity is to him not conceivable. An 

attempt, however, to /rove these, instead of inwardly ex- 

periencing them and living them, appears to him just as 
foolish as the attempt to deny them. Since with Hamann 
the two, the subjective certainty and the concrete dogma 
uniting the members of the opposition, are inseparable, he is 

(for that reason) as far removed from conceiving faith as 

mere sincerity of conviction as from converting it into letter- 

service. We may call him the theosophist, or the mystic, 
among the Faith-Philosophers. 

Cf. C. H. Gildemeister : Joh. Georg Hamann’s, des Magus im Norden, Leben 
und Schriften. “ 6 vols. Gotha, 1855-74. The same: Zamann-Studien. 
Gotha, 1873. 

3. Contraposed to him as his complementary counterpart 
is JOHANN GOTTFRIED HERDER, the naturalist among the 
Faith- Philosophers (born August 25th, 1744, in Mohrungen 
in East Prussia, died as Superintendent-General in Weimar, 
on the ı8th of December, 1803). In his Complete Works, 
which were published in Tübingen by Cotta, his philosophical 
writings fill fifteen volumes. (These alone, as also Herder's 
influence only upon philosophy, are here considered; his 
much greater importance for literature and for theology are 
disregarded. The first of these has been admirably brought 
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modes of treating nature. Just so, however much one may 
be pained at the way in which Herder, in his Metarritigwe 
and Callıgone, antagonizes Kant, one is obliged to confess 
that Herder’s enthusiasm for nature must have brought him to 
regard much of what Kant says of zsthetic pleasure as error, 
quite apart from the fact that he confounded with this theory 
transcendental investigations regarding the possibility of a 
theory of the beautiful. That in this accentuation of the 
natural element Herder occupies himself, with especial pre- 
dilection, with man in closer proximity to his natural con- 
dition, lies in the nature of thecase. Hence his enthusiasm for 
the conditions of humanity and of peoples in their childhood, 
for Orientalism and Classicism, for folk-songs, etc. Con- 
versely, it is conceivable that he is wholly incapable of 
appreciating the stages of humanity where it is opposed to 
the natural. His treatment, particularly of the Middle Ages, 
frequently of entire Christendom, is extremely harsh; and 
one might be astonished to hear the finely-sensitive, intellec- 
tual companion of Winckelmann and Lessing speak of the 
Crusades as Herder does, if one did not consider that the 
spirit that was described ($ 119) as non-worldiy must have 
been repugnant to the man who was nature-intoxicated and 
world-intoxicated. (Obviously, that Herder was preacher 
is a part of the same irony of fate as that Hamann held office 
as superintendent of a warehouse. But the former did not, 
as did tlıe latter, bear that ırony with humour, but very often 
with feelings of bitternes.) As regards the frequently- 
mentioned relation between the view of antiquity and that of 
Spinoza, one need not wonder if one finds Herder bringing 
forward in his work, God, which contains his philosophy of 
religion, a peculiarly modified Spinozism, in which, in spite 
of all his protests against the expression, God is, in reality, 
assigned the position of a world- soul. It is an attempt— Which 
his intercourse with Goethe could only make more natural— 
to infuse into Spinozism a more vital view of nature. That 
Herder’s /deas were largely employed by the later philosophy 
of nature is as easy to understand as that supranaturalism 
should be drawn from Hamann. We mentioned above 
Hamann’s Zrincıpium coincidentie oppositorum. He himself 
says that he borrowed it from Giordano Bruno. Had he 
known the source from which the latter drew it, Nicolaus of 
Cusa ($ 224, 2), he would have called him his authority and 
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existence of God, gave the first impulse to a more profound 
study of Spinoza. The revolution wrought by Kant found in 
him a very attentive observer. Earlier than any other, he 
directed attention to the not fortunate changes that Kant had 
undertaken in the second edition of his Crztzgue of Pure Reason, 
and gave warning against ignoring the first, more consistent, 
edition. (The counsel remained unfollowed, was indeed so fully 
forgotten, that, forty years later, when Schopenhauer repeated 
it, all the world supposed that it was given for the first time.) 
When in the year 1785 he published the correspondence carried 
on with Mendelssohn regarding Lessing’s Spinozism, from 
which it appeared that the man who had hitherto been known 
only as a psychological romance-writer and an author of brief 
essays was the most profound of the students of Spinoza at 
that time, and a noteworthy philosophical thinker, he already 
occupied the stand-point, which, changes in terminology left 
out of account, he always held. This, as he himself always 
recognised, touches Kant’s at many points. His maxim, bor- 
rowed from Pascal, that the understanding refutes dogmatism, 
and nature scepticism, pleased Kant, who had refuted both; 
likewise the fact that Jacobi is unsatisfied both with the realistic 
doctrines that originated with Locke, and the idealistic doc- 
itrines derived from Leibnitz, although he had not agreed with 
Jacobi in terming them atheistic ; Jacobi asserts further that 
he can appeal to Kant, when he gives as the reason why those 
two theories are untenable, that it is common to both that they 
attempt to demonstrate the truth. But since to demonstrate 
something means only to show it to be conditioned (by a 
ground), it is impossible to demonstrate the unconditioned, so 
that Kant is fully justihed in limiting knowledge to the sphere 
of the relative, finite, phenomena. If one calls the uncondi- 
tioned, God, one must say that demonstration converts God 
into a finite nature, z.e., denies Him as God, so that it may be 
called an interest of demonstrative science that there be no 
God. A striking example of the correctness of this position 
is Spinozism, this unexcelled masterpiece of demonstrative 
science. Kant’s argument concerns all other cases as well as 
the last, and cannot do otherwise, for the principle of the ground 
upon which all demonstration rests is in reality the same as 
the principle Zofum parte prius est, of which one may be easily 
convinced by reflecting upon mathematical demonstrations ; 
but this principle can lead to nothing else than to the whole 
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existence. By means of both there is erception, 1.e., existence 
is not made but is known bya receptive act. In the certainty 
of existence the certainty of the I and that of the Thou are so 
immediately one that both the one-sidedness of realism and 
that of idealism are out of the question. (Sensible perception 
has its origin where soul borders upon nature, and supersensible 
perception where it borders upon the supernatural.) From this 
oneroot all knowledge springs, and that duality of knowledge- 
stems which Kant inconsistently assumes, and the unity of 
which Hamann and Herder had already shown by reference 
to language, must be given up. This dualism is, according to 
Jacobi, the reason why Kant, who, as the first problem of the 
Critique of Pure Reason shows, had, properly speaking, to 
come to pure idealism in which assumed things have no place, 
assumed, with an inconsistency that perhaps does honour to 
the man but not to the philosopher, existence external to the 
Ego. If one adopts the stand-point of the two stems of know- 
ledge, the only consistent position remaining is the materialistic 
idealism of Spinoza, or the idealistic materialism of Fichte. 
And again, if one is serious in asserting that faith has to do 
only with the postulates of the practical reason, one must go 
further and put the moral order of the world in the place of 
God, and then Kant is only the John the Baptist of speculation, 
and Fichte its Messiah. Of a quite different nature is true 
philosophy, which, of course, does not aim to be demonstrative 
science and speculation. It is certainty of the existence of 
things, hence not idealism ; of God, hence not atheism ; it is, 
in general, knowledge of fact, and is, just for that reason, op- 
posed to speculation, which has for its object not only the Aa# 
but the Aow and wAy, and proves (deweist), whereas philo- 
sophy is merely a showing (weisen); so that the knowledge of 
reason may be termed an inspiration, to which the knowledge 
of the understanding is related merely as a token and sign. 

6. Thus far Hamann and Herder could pronounce them- 
selves in agreement with most of the principles of Jacobi : for 
with them, also, faith had been subjective certainty without 
demonstrative grounds. But as regards the content of faith, 
Jacobi is evidently in agreement with neither the God-intoxi- 
cated Hamann, nor the world-intoxicated Herder, but this 
*“ self-tormentor,” as Hamann would fain have called hım, who 
was always rummaging in his inner consciousness, was never 
able wholly to get outside of himself; so that he said of him- 
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better, almost, than all his other works. The subjectivism of 
Jacobi shows itself in the religious sphere similarly as in the 
ethica. His work on Divine Things and their Revelation, 
in which he condemns the System of Identity because of its 
pantheism, and which called out the merciless reply of Schel- 
ling, teaches nothing of divine things, speaks merely of their 
becoming revealed, so that, just as with Rousseau, instead 
of the theory of God, there is given a theory of piety, theology 
is supplanted by a pisteuology. Hence his insistence that we 
only know /Aa£ but not at all w4a£ God is. All definitions 
of the nature of the Divine Being are to him anthropomor- 
phisms. To a “religious materialist” like Claudius, who 
speaks of the historical Christ, he opposes, if not indeed as 
his own, yet as a standpoint which lies nearer to it than the 
other, religious idealism, which knows no other Christ than 
that which a divine nature in us becomes, and is far from all 
ıdolatry bound up in one man. It ıs no wonder that the 
theology of feeling, which later inclined towards orthodoxy, 
as well as $he rationalistic “ sincerity of conviction,” appealed 
to Jacobi. l Since he constantly repeats that it is only the 
‘being, not the nature, of the object of belief that constitutes the 
content of faith, it is comprehensible why, also, he prefers most 
of all to call God being? since, further, his standpoint empha- 
sizes immediacy as oppbsed to mediacy, it is comprehensible 
why he antagonizes all who assume mediation in God. 
Against the defenders of the trinity, he advances the unity, 
of God; against those who conceive God as a process, His 
completed perfection; and in this he unceasingly celebrates, 
with Rousseau, the unknown God. It is, properly speaking, 
an inconsistency when Jacobi attributes to God the predicate 
of personality. He is led to do this by the fact that, whereas 
demonstrative knowledge rests upon the principle of the 
ground and hence knows only timeless mathematical depen- 
dence, he assigns to faith the category of cause and temporal 
succession (a reminiscence of Hume), and accordingly opposes 
to the ground of the world (the world-whole) the cause of the 
world or the, not extramundane, but pra&termundane God- 
head. Of course when Schelling, in earnest with the person- 
ality of God, ascribes to Him what is a condition of personal- 
ity, a sub-personality which is to be subordinated, Jacobi de- 
clares himself against such natural history of the Absolute. 


Cf. Eberh. Zierngiebl: Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi’s Leben, Dichten und Denk:n. 
Vienna, 1867. 
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C.—THE SEMI-KANTIANS. 


$ 305. 

ı. So long as the doctrines of Kant are defended, as was in- 
dicated above, by charging its opponents with not understand- 
ing or with misunderstanding it, and by saying again what 
had once been said, as, for example, Kant says again, in part 
better, in the Prolegomena what had been said in the Crzitigue 
of Pure Reason, the theory preserves, of course, its original 
purity. It is otherwise where the objections of opponents are 
actually entered into, since, also here, there is not wanting what 
has never been wanting, and what was pointed out in connec- 
tion with the Eleatics (vzd, $ 37): one of the opposing sides 
in dispute becomes infected with the stand-point of the other. 
If, now, this latter occupies a lower level than the one de- 
fended, it happens as.it did with Melissus,—there is a letting 
down, as in the ‘present case; for it is not to be denied that 
Kant, in attempting to come to an agreement with the realistic 
popular philosophy that had been triumphed over by his 
system, weakened (apparently at least) his idealism. It ıs 
otherwise where the stand-point of the opponent is a higher one. 
Here the putting one's self on a level with it is an advance, as 
the example of Zeno shows. Allthree of the antagonists of 
the Kantian stand-point mentioned in the foregoing sections— 
the syncretistic popular philosophy tinged with realism, particu- 
larly as represented at the last by the Göttingen school—the 
Wolffian philosophy become popular philosophy, as represented 
by Nicolai, Eberhard and their intellectual kinsmen—fınally 
the Faith- Philosophy, particularly in the form which it had re- 
ceived at the hands of Jacobi, were the occasion of Kantism’s 
being adulterated with other elements, and of the appearance 
of those peculiar phenomena which H. Ritter was the 
first to designate by the excellent name of Semi-Kanfıan. 
Quite apart from the subjective endowments of the men, their 
performances will stand in unequal rank always according to 
the various problems which they propose to themselves. To 
introduce elements of the realistic or the idealistic popular 
philosophy into Criticism, which has already taken them up 
into itself sufficiently, does not mean to enrich it. But if the 
Faith-Philosophy, which stood upon a level with it, in much, 
indeed, transcended it, be introduced, something of value for 
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guarantees at most only the necessity of being thought, but 
never proves being, or objectivity, hence not certainty. The 
eritique of tllought, therefore, or logical apodictic, conducts to 
logical Pyrrhonism. Likewise the Transcendental Apodictic, 
the second part of the system, conducts to Spinozism. It is 
evident, that is to say, that for knowledge there is requisite 
the immediate, indemonstrable certainty of a being or abso- 
lute somewhat, a real principle (which Kant, also, smuggled 
in in his undeduced things-in-themselves), in which there 
lies no manifoldness (hence even Kant never proves that 
there are things-in-themselves) ; the omne esse, therefore, of 
Spinoza. But the Apodictic, in its third (practical) part, gets 
beyond logical Pyrrhonism and transcendental Spinozism. 
The experience, that is to say, of one's own self-activity and 
of the opposition it encounters proves that there is, in us and 
without us, a living force, a virtuality; hence refutes Pyrrhon- 
ism. Likewise, since ethical action is not conceivable without 
individuality, and this not without a plurality of individuals, 
Spinozism is refuted; and Practical Apodictic has to show how 
we come to posit many bodies offering resistance, and, among 
them, such as we have to regard as men. In connection with 
this last question the canon is laid down: A rational answer 
to a rational question is a guarantee of a rational nature ; and 
hence so great stress is laid upon language. Bouterwek him- 
self has proposed as the most suitable name for his theory 
“ Absolute Virtualism,’ and against this there is nothing to say. 
Since the philosophy the first influences of which Bouterwek 
received, and from the effects of which he never wholly freed 
himself, was a syncretism composed of very different elements, 
it is comprehensible that he should add to his own doctrine 
this and that feature of every new doctrine that became known 
to him. Hence it may be true that many of his ideas were 
borrowed from Schelling, although any one who starts with 
Kant and studies Spinoza, in order to find means of defence 
against Fichte could, even without borrowing, arrive at points 
of contact with him. But it ıs clear that by this fusion of 
Kant’s doctrines with the syncretism which Kant had left 
behind him, content and strict form in system must suffer. 

3. The latter is notthe case with the Transcendental Syn- 
thetism of Krug, because the form of the popular philosophy 
with which he adulterated Criticism had been in its origin a 
strictly reasoned system. Hence, here, the neat appearance, 
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ledge, but this has for its presupposition that being and know- 
ledge are originally (a friori) united in us, all empirical 
syntheses (facts of consciousness) point to an original fact ot 
transcendental synthesis which, because it is the original syn- 
thesis, cannot be genetically explained nor comprehended. 
This transcendental synthesis which occurs in the Ego (Kant 
would have said, “ Through which the Ego becomes”) con- 
tains, as reflection upon it shows, the fact that reality is allowed 
to the Ego as well as to the opposite of it, hence the two one- 
sided views: realism leading to materialism, and idealism lead- 
ing to nihilism,—one-sided views which the transcendental 
synthetism, which is perhaps not Kantism, but certainly is the 
true Criticism, leaves behind itself. This system recognises, 
in agreement with the healthy human understanding, the three- 
fold conviction of one's own existence, of the being of other 
things, and of the reciprocity that finds place between the two, 
as incontestibly certain, although indemonstrable, fact. If one 
considers further the facts of consciousness, one finds certain 
conditions under which the received empirical content falls 
within consciousness, which are to be found with all men, and 
therefore constitute the essential fundamental character of man. 
These, the totality of which may be termed the pure Ego, are 
pre-eminently the subject of philosophy, which, therefore, con- 
siders not so much the individual differences as, rather, the 
faculties, laws, and limits common to all men. Of the facul- 
ties, there are, since feeling is the obscure beginning of theo- 
retical and practical activity, two, the faculty of knowledge 
and the faculty of desire, each distinguishable into three stages ; 
hence philosophy is divided into theoretical and practical, the 
former, however, into the theory of thought (logwa sive dıa- 
nceologia), theory of knowledge (meiaphysica sıve gnoseologia), 
theory of taste (zs/hetica sive callologia), the latter into the 
theory of right (jas nalure sive dic@ologia), theory of virtue 
(ethica sive aretologıa), theory of religion (e£kreco-theologia sıive 
eusebiolorta). In the content there presents itself little that is 
peculiar. In the theory of knowledge, since perception and 
conception belong to knowledge, the forms of the pure Ego, 
time, space and categories are treated of, but the difficult in- 
vestigations relating to paralogisms and antinomies of the pure 
reason are omitted.. In the theory of right, marriage, State, 
and Church are banished from the pure theory, where they 
have no place, to the applied. The original compact of the 
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once more distinguished to his advantage from the Semi- 
Kantians just named—has, by his conception of Criticisen, 
determined more closely, though always one-sidedly, a point 
that was left undetermined in Kant. How the pure Ego is 
related to the empirical, what the state of the case is as 
regards consciousness 2er se as distinguished from a conscious- 
ness,—upon this point Kant had expressed himself so vaguely 
that he left his. words open to different interpretations. But, at 
the same time, he demanded a more precise determination of 
this point; for the fact that both were designated by the same 
term (Ego, consciousness, etc.) did not permit of their being 
kept entirely separate. Whereas, now, the further development 
of Criticism by Fichte brought the pure or transcendental Ego 
into the forefront in such a manner that the empirical Ego 
receivesthe appearance of an accident or an effect of the 
other, the opposite way out of the difficulty was likewise pos- 
sible. It was just this that Fries had recourse to. All that 
Kant says of the Ego he refers to the empirical Ego; a 
necessary consequence of this is, that all investigations relat- 
ing to the Ego become questions ofempirical psychology. The 
theme worked out by Fries in all his later activity, viz., that 
the critique of reason is a psychological, hence empirical, 
investigation into the question how we know a Zrror:, had 
been already uttered by him when he settled at the university 
of Jena. It was first made public in the year 1798 in the 
third number of C. Chr. F. Schmid’s Psychologıcal Journal. 
The repellant influence which Fichte, whom he heard in Jena, 
exerted upon him, only strengthened him in his opinion, and 
must have drawn him ever nearer to him who placed the 
problem of philosophy ın self-knowledge, but had understood 
by the self, similarly as did the Scottish School, merely Kant’s 
empirical Ego— Jacobi. By their later personal intercourse 
they were mutually strengthened and furthered in their 
views.—JACoB FrIEDrIcH FRrıEs, born at Barby, on the 
23rd of August, 1773, and educated at that place in the 
communion of the Moravians, studied philosophy in Leipsic 
and Jena after the year 1795, habilitated himself, after he 
had been for one year family tutor in Switzerland, in Jena in 
1801, and became, in 1806, after several years’ travel, profes- 
sor of philosophy and mathematics in Heidelberg, having 
published, besides some smaller things written in part anony- 
mously, his PArlosophical Theory of Rıgkt (1803), his System 
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consciousness,. In justified opposition to Kant, who will 
have everything demonstrated, Jacobi has pointed out cer- 
tain indemonstrable knowledge in us; but he borders very 
closely on not allowing that anything at all should be 
deduced, as a result of which all philosophy would cease to be, 
and mysticism would take ıts place. \Whereas demonstration 
is an objective, deduction is a subjective, method of proof, 
which consists in the showing how original knowledge under- 
lies an assertion. The being of God is not, it is true, proved, 
but deduced, when it is shown that every finite reason believes 
in a God. The faculty, now, of these indubitable, hence, 
true, principles is the reason, or the original self-activity which, 
together with the original power of having impressions, the 
sense-faculty, constitutes the essence of sensible-rational mind, 
or man, so that just on that account every function of mind, 
its knowing, willing, feeling, is subject to this form, can be 
sensible and rational. To bring the original principles ot 
reason to consciousness, or, give them the form of judgments, 
is the business of the understanding, which thereby solves 
the problem of transcendental philosophy. Like Kant, Fries 
begins with sensation ; like Reinhold, and still more like 
Maimon, he would here have regard paid only to the fact of 
sensations being given, not to a possible giver. But, then, 
more precisely than either, he considers the question how, 
by a mechanism, which he, with Platner, terms the course of 
thought that resembles memory, the productive imagination 
converts sensations, by giving them time and space deter- 
minations, into phenomena, which then, again, are by the 
logical understanding, converted, by means of the categories, 
into experiences, of the possible objects of which alone is 
there a true, hence also a mathematical knowledge. 

6. Though thus far in entire agreement with Kants Trans- 
cendental /Esthetic and Analytic, Fries believes that he dis- 
covers a lacuna here. Jacobi’s sneer, that Kant had gotten the 
hypothesis of things-in-themselves merely out of the reflective- 
conception, phenomenon, appears to him not wholly un- 
founded. Since the objects of possible experience give only 
relations and never absoluteness, and it is, on the contrary, a 
fact already at hand and not further deducible, that reason 
postulates a being-in-itself, reason must transcend that which 
can never present such a being, and by virtue of this fact it 
enters into the sphere of Ideas or ends, that is, of that which 
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monograph on Pantheism (3 vols., 1826 fl.), and died as pro- 
fessor in Dorpat. In decided >ufport, again, with Fries was 
Friedrich Calker (died the 4th of January, ı870, as professor 
in Bonn), author of The Theory of the Original Law of the 
True, Good, and Beautiful (1820), and of some other writings, 
having in view a similar fusion of the doctrines of Kant and 
Jacobi, this fusion being then carried by de Wette and others 
into theology. Also Christian Weiss (26th May, 1774 to Feb,, 
1853), author of many writings, among which 7%e Living 
God (Leipsic, 1812), has attracted most attention, had adopted 
in large measure Fries’ views. Fries’ school appeared as 
a closed phalanx after the death of the master, and will again 
be spoken of among the phenomena following Hegel’s death 
(vid. 8 344, 2). 

8. Born two years laterthan Fries, was aman whose chief 
significance, it is true, lies in the field of Catholic theology, 
into which, in part directly, by the founding of a numerous 
school, in part indirectly, by the calling out of a more power- 
ful reaction, he brought a higher life. He cannot, however, 
be passed by in these Ouftlines, but must be given a place 
among the Semi-Kantians. This is GEoRG HERMES, born 
April 22nd, 1775, who, educated at the gymnasium at Rheine 
and at the university at Münster, laboured very effectively 
at the latter place as teacher in the gymnasium and professor 
in the university, and from 1820 till his death (26th of May, 
1831) as professor of theology in Bonn. Fitted by natural 
capacity and by education rather for an oral teacher, he was 
not a very prolific writer.. His /nveszigations relating to the 
Inner Truth of Christianity (Münster, 1305) was followed 
by his chief work, /ntroduction to Christian-Catholic Theology; 
that is to say, the First Part (by far the most important), the 
Philosophical Introduction, in the year 1319 (2nd ed., 1831), 
the Second Part (incomplete), the Positive Introduction, in 
the year ı829 (2nd ed., 1834), This, as well as the 
Christian-Catholic Dogmatıc, which appeared after his death, 
does not interest us here. 

Cf. W. Esser: Denkschrift auf Geog. Hermes. Cologne, 1832. 

9. Good mathematical training caused Hermes to seek in 
his philosophising for definite, clear conceptions before all 
things else, and to demand cool and unimpassioned, as dis- 
tinguished from “ vivacious,” thinking. The direction, again, 
of his philosophy was determined by the circumstance that 
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remains even after reflection, as an unalterably firm decision ? 
The fact presents itself, now, at the same time, that the de- 
cision which we find ın ourselves is, at one time, thrust upon 
us, at another, freely adopted by us. In the first case, it is 
a holding-for-true (more concisely, holding), in the second, a 
taking-for-true (more concisely, assuming). The question to 
be answered contains, therefore, first, the question, Is there a 
sure belief [holding-for-true] existing before reflection ? The 
fact presents itself that both the knowledge, z.e., conscious- 
ness given by sense-perception, and the knowledge and com- 
prehension derived from this by the understanding, through 
the application of its stem-conceptions, do not possess this 
certainty. That which must necessarily be thought by the 
understanding is not as such necessarily to be held as true: 
the philosophies of the understanding, which misunderstand 
this, are, therefore, even the Kantian, philosophies of appear- 
ance. Ihe case is otherwise with reason than with the 
faculties of knowledge (sense) and of thought (the under- 
standing), reason being the faculty of comprehension or proof, 
which applies a ground to what has been perceived and 
thought, in order to discover its possibility. The principle of 
the understanding, the law of identity, is for the reason only 
a principle of non-reality, conditio sine qua non. Reason fırst 
seeks a ground for what the understanding must think as 
actual: when it has found this, and its need of proving is 
satisfed, it must not only think, but must hold as true and 
reale The understanding is a mere thought-faculty ; the 
reason is, besides, a faculty of truth and reality. If, now, we 
make reason a positive criterion and attempt to gainsay (to 
doubt) what we know and understand, it results that what we 
immediately find in ourselves as datum (e.g., the fact that we 
have sensations) must be held true, and exists as such before 
all reflection ; the first transcendental question, Is there a 
sure belief ? is answered in the affırmativee How is it with 
the second, Is there a sure assumption based on practical 
ends? First it is shown that sensible ends justify no 
assumptions ; hence assumption on the basis of inclination 
does not give certainty. It is otherwise with rational ends, 
2.e., those which reason not only recommends but uncon- 
ditionally prescribes, so that it proves itself to be here not 
only practical but obligatory. There may, of course, enter 
in the moral necessity for assuming what appears to the 
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forced upon me be comprehended as possible, the reflecting 
reason, also, must, as every one does before reflection, hold 
sense-objects as limited to definite portions of space and as 
the bearers or rather causes of our sensations, ze., hold an 
external world as real. The answer to this (theological) main 
question, which is linked with those preliminary psychological 
and cosmological questions, is the more circumstantial that, as 
regards both the existence and the attributes of God, it is 
always inquired, first, whether the belief, then whether the 
assumption, of these is necessary. For the existence of God, 
we have the decisive ground of reason that the changes of 
things, particularly their origin and passing out of existence, 
can be comprehended only ıf an infinite series of created 
things or an uncreated thing be supplied in thought as cause 
of that change; the first, however, is untenable because in 
that case we have to do only with effects, never with a cause, 
hence there remains for us only to hold as real an uncreated 
thing or a cause. In opposition to Kant and Fichte, it is as- 
serted that the certainty of the existence of God is not a moral 
certainty, but that it is a physical necessity for the theoretical 
reason to hold as real a certain, eternal, absolute, unchange- 
able, personal, creative first cause of the transitory world. It 
is otherwise as regards the attributes of God, where theoretical 
and practical reason, belief and assumption, unite in making us 
certain of the incomprehensible power, knowledge, and good- 
ness, as well as of the holiness, freedom, and love of God, in 
virtue of which God wills our happiness, which, just because 
He wills it eternally, is therefore eternally willed and hence will 
endure eternally. In spite of this faith, rendered irrevocably 
certain through the theoretical and practical reason, it must 
not be misunderstood, that much that transcends the power of 
reason to conceive, as e.g., the infinitude of the divine attri- 
butes, can become certain to us only by the way of experience ; 
especially, that the real nature of God remains to us, even 
after actual revelation, uncognizable. A mistaking of the 
limits of our comprehension leads to anthropopathic ideas of 
God as they appear in the present errors, both where con- 
ceived analogy with a father has led to an over-mild, and 
where comparison to a judge, to a stern God, As regards 
the third question (the possibility of a supernatural revela- 
tion), it is merely to be remarked that, whereas the existence 
of God is securely established by the theoretical reason, the 


464 THIRD PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 305, := 


Geometry (Prague, 1304), as well as the Contridutions towards 
a Fundamental Presentation of Mathematics (Prague, 1810), 
attempt, by putting conceptions in the place of intuitive con- 
struction, to avold the unmethodical procedure previously 
prevailing, in which, e.g., in order to demonstrate something 
about lines one calls to his assistance principles taken from the 
theory of surfaces and requires a variety of undemonstrated pre- 
suppositions. TIhus, by means of the conception of similarity 
rightly grasped, the definition, previously sought in vain, of 
the straight line, and likewise the foundation of the theory of 
parallels, are to be discovered. His Bınomial Theorem (1816), 
as wellasthe 7%ree Problems of Rectification, Complanatıon, 
and Cubing (Leipsic, 1817), and the later-published Zssays 
on the Composition of Forces (1842), and the Three Dimensions 
of Space (1843) are connected witlı those works. The pre- 
ference which he gave to the conceptional development over 
the perceptional caused him to meditate for a long time the 
writing of an anti-Euclid. Having been appointed professor 
of the philosophical theory of religion, he published, in the 
year 1813, Zdıificatory Discourses to Academic Youths, in two 
volumes. These, and still more the various rumours concern- 
ing the free-thinking of his discourses, provoked the distrust 
of his superiors, and as he refused to recall his heresies, he 
lost his office as teacher, in the year 1820. He withdrew to 
the country and there lived, closely occupied as a writer, until 
the year 1848. Only the Aikanasıa (1827) was published by 
this suspiciously-watched man himself and under his own 
name. All the rest his friends caused to be printed, or, if 
he himself did it, he kept his name concealed. Most im- 
portant of all are the Tex/-Book of the Science of Religion, etc. 
(4 vols., Sulzbach, 13834); and Science of Knowledge, etc. (4 
vols., Sulzbach, 1837). Of both together he himself published 
a crılıcal resume under the title: Dolzano's Science of Know- 
ledge and Science of Religion (Sulzbach, 1841), these being 
related to his (often too) extended works, almost as Kant's 
Prolegomena were to his Crifıgue of Pure Reason. All the 
works of Bolzano, including certain polemical works, the 
zsthetical treatises on the Conceptron of the Beautiful (1843), 
and the Division of the Fine Arts (1347), as well as the 
posthumous treatise, What ıs Philosophy ? fill twenty-Ave 
volumes; and a complete list of the same is to be found 
in the First Part of the Szizungsderichte of the Vienna 
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of true propositions-in-themselves, and finally of their 
combination into syllogisms, forms the subject-matter of 
the Second (most extended) Part, the 7%eory of Elements 
(5 46-268), which, therefore, nominally, treats of the same 
thing as formerly the theory of elements in other logics did; 
only, here things are separated that are there confounded, 
viz., the objective constituents of a proposition containing truth, 
and our thought of the same, z.e., the idea-in-itself, and the con- 
ceived idea; and the view is limited entirely to the former. 
Without this separation we areinvolved in a multitude of false 
propositions; among which, Bolzano signalizes particularly the 
proposition that the parts of a conceived idea correspond to the 
parts or properties of the object. This proposition, he says, is 
incompatible with Kant’s celebrated distinction of analytic and 
synthetic judgments ; further, makes it impossible to conceive 
rightly the nature of the idea to which there is no correspond- 
ing object (e.g., nothing); finally, is the root of other false pro- 
positions, e.g., the familiar one, The extension and intention of 
conceptions stand in inverse ratio, etc. Also in the distinction 
between perceptions (particular presentations) and conceptions, 
Bolzano confesses himself a grateful pupil of Kant; only, he 
contests decidediy the way in which Kant makes use of 
this distinction in the theory of time and space. These two 
are not perceptions but conceptions, because they are nothing 
real, but characteristics of reality ; a time, that is to say, is the 
condition under which a property may with truth be attributed 
to a real thing (only now or as present is a thing black, and 
so excludes the not-black), and the sum of all times is (infinite) 
time. Just so isa place or a space the characteristic which 
we have to add in thought to the forces of a real thing in 
order to conceive it as an efhicient cause ; but the sum of all 
places is infinite space. Kant's theory of the categories, as 
well as his theory of time and space, is subjected to an ex- 
amination and, in particular, is charged with incompleteness. 
In passing from ideas-in-themselves to propositions-in-them- 
selves, Bolzano lays the greatest stress upon the fact that all 
proposıtions, even the more complex ones, in which an entire 
proposition occupies the place of subject, are reducible to the 
formula: A has (the property) d. In this formula we have, 
in the first place, “has” put as the real copula, instead of “ is.” 
Further, it renders clear the meaning of propositions of existence 
in which objectivity forms the predicate. Finally, it enables 
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Knowledge treats the Ar2 of /nventing ($% 322-391) contains 
methodological and topical rules, and shows among other 
things, how to meet scepticism, sophistic fallacies, etc. Finally, 
in the Fifth Part, Bolzano comes to the Science of Knowledge 
Proper (8 392-718). Herein are discussed, in nine chapters, 
first, the conception of science, then of a text-book, further, 
the laying out of the first into separate sciences ; then we pass 
to the various kinds of readers, since a book written for the 
learned differs from a book written for tradesmen or for any 
one else whatever ; then the selection of the propositions to 
be taken up, their application, oral and written expression, are 
treated at greater length, even punctuation-marks not being 
left untouched. ZReflections upon the proper conduct of the 
author, as well as upon books that are didactic in character 
without being properly text-books, form the close, to which 
there is,a critical appendix, which criticizes the dialectical 
method, as everywhere there goes hand in hand with the 
development of his own doctrines the explanation of them 
with reference to those of others. Noteworthy is the fact that 
when Bolzano returns to the definition of science laid down at 
the very beginning, he adds to the reference previously made 
to a text-book that is to be edited the further qualification, 
that the mode of treatment must be of such a kind that the 
greatest possible sum of good may result. In his critical 
resumed he permits himself to reprehend, in a sarcastic vein, 
both the prosaic-technical filling of the text-book with the 
phrases that so glibly talk of the organism of science, and 
the utilitarian standpoint of those to whom barren subtleties 
mean profundity. 

14. The Text-Book of the Sezence of Religion, likewise, de- 
fines science as the totality of all important assertions concern- 
ing a subject; but, instead of specifying the resulting text-book, 
he seeks here an order by which a conviction resting upon 
reasonable grounds may be produced. Then, after defining 
religion as the totality of doctrines that have an influence 
upon our virtue and happiness, he marks out the problem of 
the philosophical science of religion in such a way, that its 
subject-matter consists of those religions which appear to the 
writer as the most perfect. The ground for regarding the 
Christian religion, and, indeed, the Catholic conception of it, 
as such a religion, is that it is revealed, z.e., attested or sanc- 
tioned, by God; for whether this be done in a natural or super- 
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substances, which furnishes him the data of his doctrine of im- 
mortality. The treatment of the dogmas and the elucidation 
of them does not suggest the later Schoolmen, but very often 
Raymond of Sabunde and Anselm. They here appear so 
clear and so readily intelligible, that it is almost incompre- 
hensible why every one does not assent tothem. The mystical 
element is entirely wanting in Bolzano. The third and last 
chapter ($$ 235-300) is concerned with the Christian-Catholic 
theory of morals. This contains, in the first division, the 
Christian-Catholie Ethies (% 236-271), in which are laid down 
not one, but eight most general laws of morals, among which 
every one will find that or those to which he attributes uni- 
versal validity. In the discussion of revealed duties, only 
those duties are so classed the moral usefulness of which can 
be proved by reason also. In this section are also examined 
the conceptions of law, which are discussed more at length, in 
part in special (occasional) writings of Bolzano, to which he 
distinctly refers in his Adume. Joining on to the Ethics in 
the second division is the Chrzstzan Asceties ($ 292-300), which 
develops the means to virtue, the natural, as well also as those 
with which, in addition to the fact that they are serviceable in 
and of themselves, are united very special manifestations of 
grace, that is to say, the means of salvation. The standpoint 
of the healthy understanding is never denied, but there is 
always united with it a reference to ecclesiastical institutions. 
Often (e.g., where pilgrimages are identified with journeys of 
recreation in the society of friends), this suggests Basedow’s 
schemes of Enlishtenment. All the particular sacraments 
are examined in turn, and through ordination the transition 
to primacy in the’ Church is made, and it is pointed out that 
it is perfectly legitimate if the primate takes now a submissive, 
now a dictatorial, position towards worldly institutions. 

15. The foregoing account may serve to justify the placing 
of Bolzano with Hermes, and of both with the Semi-Kantians. 
In so doing, we should be obliged, as regards the doctrines of 
both, to place Hermes more with Fries, and Bolzano with 
Krug, whereas, as regards their intellectual importance, exactly 
the opposite relation might hold. The fact that the one treated 
rational theology almost solely, and the other with decided 
preference, has limited their influence to the members of their 
confession. In this is to be found the explanation of the fact 
that in the presentations of the history of philosophy given by 
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and thought are more closely united than in that confused 
commingling of the branches of different stems; as if Kant 
himself had not indicated before them, in the schematism of 
pure reason, just such an inner reconciliation ; as if he had 
not in this same place suggested that it might, indeed, be one 
and the same activity by which we give to sensations the 
unity of space and with which we think. But not only in 
this obscure corner of his philosophical system, which eludes 
many eyes because of its difficulty, but even at the beginning, 
where he speaks of the two stenıs of knowledge, he says (as 
if tantalizingly) that the two may perhaps have a common 
root. In fact, Kant had even told to him who had ears to 
hear wAere one must seek for this root. If, according to him, 
perceptions are immediate and individual, and conceptions 
mediate and universal, presentations, then 07% perception 
and thought are, obviously, faculties of presentation. When, 
therefore, Reinhold, who is presently to be considered, an- 
nounced to the Kantians that he had found the common 
root of the faculties of perception and conception in the 
faculty of presentation, it was just as natural that all, or at 
least the most important thinkers, should side with him, as 
it was that the Cartesians should pass on to Occasionalism. 
The nature of the case made it impossible to do otherwise. 

2. But with this getting back to the common root of the 
faculties of knowledge there results, at the same time, another 
advantage for the Kantian theory. That he is not indifferent 
to the form of the system, and that this depends upon the unity 
of the ruling idea, or, also, upon the end, Kant had declared 
in the Transcendental Theory of Method. How important 
with him, further, demonstration was, we would know even 
if we had only become aware of Jacobi’s and Fries’ objec- 
tions thereto. But if we inquire how in both regards the 
two-stemmed tree appears, Kant leaves very much to be 
desired. Because of the two-fold beginning, having its cha- 
racter in the fact that, just as in the /Esthetic, so in the 
Analytic, the given matter and the superimposed form are 
at first separated, each being isolated; and, again, just as 
there the subjectivity of time and space was indirectly inferred 
from the fact that without it there could be no mathematics 
a priori, so here the justification for the application of the 
categories was inferred from the fact that without it there 
could be no real experience, —the transcendental deduction of 
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occasion of his receiving a professorship at Jena, which he 
filled with remarkable success for seven years, and exchanged 
for the professorship in Kiel, where he was Teten’s successor. 
In the year 1789 appeared in the Deutscher Mercur the essay 
onthe Past Fortunes of the Kantıian Philosophy with which 
Kant was entirely satistied, which was not the case as regards 
the most important by far of Reinhold’s works published in the 
same year: Aitempt at a New Theory of the Human Faculty 
of Presentation (Prague and Jena, 1789), although Reinhold 
always announced the lectures which he gave in connection 
with this work as being on the Critigue of Pure Reason. The 
Contributions to the Correction of the Previous Misunder- 
standings of Phüosophers (2 vols. 1790-94), served further 
towards the founding of what he now designated by the very 
appropriate name: Zlementary Philosophy. The work on the 
Foundation of Philosophwal Knowledge (1791) also belongs 
here, and the presentation of the Elementary Philosophy is 
to be found in all these works, as if they had all appeared 
contemporaneously ; but only in these, for with Reinhold’s 
departure from Jena began his changes of view. His Selection 
of Miscellaneous Writings (1797), presents a confirmation of 
what Jacobi and Fichte had said, that the Elementary Philo- 
sophy is merely introductory to the Science of Knowledge 
(v1d. $% 311-313). But he does not stop even here. The 
writings of Chr. Gottfried Bardili (1761-1808), particularly the 
most important of these, Outlines of Elementary Logw (1300), 
corresponded, so it appeared to him, to the latent wish to 
remedy the idealism of the Science of Knowledge by supple- 
menting it with realistic elements ; and the union of logic and 
ontology pleased him so much better than the endeavours in 
Schelling’s Philosophy of Nature towards the same end, that 
he for a long time regarded this as a caricature of the per- 
formances of Bardili. The Coxtrıbutions to the Easıer Survey 
of the Stale of Modern Philosophy (6 Parts, 1801) shows him 
to be in entire agreement with Bardili. He did not remain so 
long. for he says of his Groundwork of a Synonymus for a 
Universal Linguistice Usage in the Phulosophical Sciences (1812), 
that it is a ifth standpoint which as a last result he lays before 
the world. As in Reinhold’s dependence on Bardili we must 
recornise a sense for the demands which Schelling sought 
to meet, so in his Syzonymics we must acknowledge a pre- 
sentiment that there is needed a critical sifting of the thought- 
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ness, which, just for that reason, must recur, only in a different 
character, in sensuous, just as in intellectual consciousness. 
This principle he formulates as follows : The presentation is 
distinguished in consciousness from the presented (object) and 
the presenting (subject), and is related to both. (Since it is 
left wholly undecided here whether there are objects outside 
of consciousness or not, even the extreme idealist, the egoist, 
admits the principle under consideration.) The problem of the 
Elementary Philosophy is, now, to discover what is presentadse 
or falls in the presenta/zor ; hence it has to abstract from the 
conceived [object] and the conceiving [subject] (as was ab- 
stracted above from the object and the eye). Ihe inner con- 
ditions of the reality of the mere presentation we call faculty 
of presentations. (Hence, according to the example above: 
the faculty of sight is neither object nor eye, but the inner 
condition of seeing.) Reinhold here gives emphatic warning 
against our confounding outer and inner conditions of reality; 
as the child has the first in its parents and the second in its 
component parts (body and soul), we have here to do not 
with the question how the idea arises, but with the question 
of what it consists. Hence Reinhold seeks only the inner 
ground of the presentation given asa fact. On account of 
the double relation in which, according to the highest prin- 
ciple, the presentation stands, it must contain two component 
parts or moments, the matter corresponding to the presented 
thing or the object, and tlıe form corresponding to the pre- 
senting subject. (Whoever thinks the distinction between 
the matter or content of the presentation and its object an 
idle one, should reflect that even presentations of the non- 
existent have a matter, and that when we approach a tree 
our presentation continually gains a new content, which cer- 
tainly the object of it does not.) The presentation is, just 
for that reason, neither received (Locke) nor generated 
(Leibnitz), but formed (out of matter). But from this it also 
immediately follows that nothing can ever be presented as it 
is before it has received the form of the presentation ; hence 
never as it is in itself. Further, that it is nonsense to call 
presentations images of objects ; at most could the matter of 
the same be so called, but not even that can be so called. If 
one compares the matter (stuff) and form of the presentation, 
the latter is seen to have been produced, but the former not, 
and hence we say that it is a “ given” (not: it zs given, for 
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4. As regards, now, the 7%keory of Sense its chief deviation 
from Kant is a more precise terminology. Kant had called 
space and time now pure forms of perception, and now, again, 
pure perceptions. But Reinhold makes a distinction. Since 
with him, exactly as with Kant, a perception is a presentation, 
2.e., a formed matter, he holds that the given sensations, con- 
stituting matter, are by the co-existence and succession lying 
in our presentations, and constituting form, converted into 
perception (phenomenon). But since this form itself, as the 
example of geometry teaches, can be made an object of 
perception, he makes a distinction, and holds that, for the 
geometer, co-existence is the matter and construction the 
form of the perception, which he calls »zere space, or space 
in general. Just so will the form of succession become an 
object of perception and hence a perception of were time. 
Mere space is here something different from empty space. 
Whereas, therefore, in the phenomenon perceived as suc- 
cession the matter is empirical, though the form is a froor:, 
and hence the perception is empirical, the perception of mere 
space is a pure @ Priori perception, because its matter also 
has this character. As regards the rest, Reinhold agrees 
with all that Kant’s Transcendental AEsthetic had taught. 
Just so in his Z%eory of the Understanding he agrees with 
all that Kant taught in the Transcendental Analytic ; only, 
he holds that not so much should be made to depend on 
Logic, which in fact itself must, properly, rest upon the Ele- 
mentary Philosophy. After showing why the combination 
of perceptions into an objective unity is an act of judgment, 
he attempts to derive out of the nature of the judgment 
and the two elements of it, its matter and its form, the norms 
of its synthesis, z.e. the table of categories. The relation of 
the subject to its objective unity with the predicate conditions 
the quantity of the judgment; the relation of the predicate 
to its objective unity with the subject, the quality of the judg- 
ment. Again, as regards the form of the judgment, or the 
synthesis, this, according as the relation to the terms to be 
united, or to the one performing the act of judgment, who 
unites them, is taken into account, gives relation and modality. 
In each of these there should be—since, as we have seen, 
there are united in presentations generally manifoldness and 
unity—three categories, the third of which unites in itself the 
other two. As to the rest, the theory of the schemata of pure 
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determination, the first requires a man who, as regards that 
which he established, sees further than his predecessor. This 
can hardiy be denied of Reinhold as regards the reduction 
of the two stems; and hence even Kant himself was scarcely 
prepared to criticise adversely this “hypercritical” friend 
in any other way than to say that it was too early for a 
deeper establishment of his system. Likewise the opponents 
of Reinhold, who went beyond Kant in a different manner, 
did not belittle this service. This starting from a simple 
point, which was first made possible by that union, as well as 
the actual deduction of transcendentalism, which Kant, in 
reality, justified only by reduction (Reinhold says : induction), 
was conceded by his contemporaries and by those who came 
after him to be his own achievement, accomplished without 
assistance from others. It is different as regards the second 
mode of expanding a philosophical system. Nearer deter- 
minations, as the example of the Socratic School has shown 
($$ 67-70), can be given to what as yet remains indetermi- 
nate, even by those who at no single point see more deeply 
than the master, but, because they direct their view wholly 
to one sıde of the system, see more acutely at one or another 
point. Hence it may also happen, as it did there, that the 
progress in question is made by several at the same time who 
together supplement the one-sidedness of each. As regards 
Reinhold, we find the peculiarity that criticism is expanded 
by him in the two ways at the same time, that is to say, as 
Plato and the Cyrenaics had developed the doctrine of Socrates. 
In one case he worked alone; in the other, he worked ın con- 
junction with his opponents. One point, for example, which 
Kant had left so obviously vague that there was no possibility 
that it should remain so longer, was things-in-themselves. 
What are they ? In spite of all protests of the elder Fichte 
to the contrary, which many, following him, have repeated 
with great assurance, it may be asserted that at least four 
different conceptions of Kant’s things-in-themselves rest 
upon his express explanations.. The Fichtean who says that 
things-in-themselves are whatever we make of them, may 
with justice appeal to the assertion that only the reason, 
2.e., the faculty of problems, leads us to the hypothesis of 
things-in-themselves. The sceptic appeals to the fact that 
Kant left it undecided whether things-in-themselves are 
without us or within us; the idealist to the fact that Kant 
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striking way, that it is the most decided contradiction pos- 
sible, if it be asserted, first, that categories apply only to 
phenomena, and then that things-in-themselves are causes of 
impressions, as if cause were not a category. Since the same 
holds true of the category of reality, Criticısm would be con- 
sistent, according to /Enesidemus, only in not supposing, 
sceptically, the existence of things-in-themselves, but in 
asserting, apodictically, their impossibility. At the same 
time, Äönesidemus does not draw these consequences for 
himself. This the Kantian must do: %e is no Kantian. 

3. Though ZEnesidemus-Schulze thus indulged in scoffing, 
as if no one among the Kantians would draw these bold 
conclusions, they had long since, and upon the very same 
grounds that he had adduced, been drawn by the very remark- 
able automath SaLomon MAIMoN (1754 to 22nd Nov., 1800), 
who had stated his views in the work which sprang out of 
comments made when fırst reading the Crılıque of Pure 
Reason: viz. Essay on the Transcendental Philosophy (1790), 
better in the Prxlosophical Dictionary (1791), as well as in his 
Ramblings in the Province of Philosophy (1793), his Aftempt 
at a New Logi (1794), and particularly well in the Crziwal 
Investigations relating to the Human Mind (1797). Agreeing 
with Kant that philosophy begins with transcendental investi- 
gations, z.e., investigates that without which no real object 
can be thought, he nevertheless does not approve of the 
formula, How are synthetic judgments a Zriori possible’? 
This, he ıhinks, rests upon the confusion of the analytical 
judgment with the ıdentical proposition, and were better for- 
mulated, How can we make analytic, propositions which, 
because of our lack of knowledge, are synthetic? This, how- 
ever, relates only to the expression. Agreeing with Reinhold 
that the two stems of knowledge must be given up, he is also 
at one with him in holding that all shall be deduced from 
consciousness. Only, Reinhold appears to hım to have ım 
view a particular kind of consciousness, the consciousness of z 
presentation, instead of consciousness in general, which lies stilß 
deeper, and possesses a different value ın the different forms 
of consciousnes. The consciousness that constitutes the 
universal form of the faculty of knowledge, without which no 
presentation, no conception, no Idea, can be thought, sub- 
sumption under which is termed “thought "”—this should be 
made the starting-point. 
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the idea that the transcendental logie is dependent upon. the 
pure (or school) logie. Rather, must the opposite be true, as 
appears already from the fact that a multitude of logical rules 
are inexact, even false, if there be not taken in connection 
with them something that results purely from transcendental 
investigations. I can very well unite A and non-Ä in a con- 
sciousness ; in fact, I always do it.where I make the latter 
predicate in a negative judgment, but I cannot join them 
both in a real object; just so the Jrincıprum exclusi tertu 
is entirely without meaning where neither of the two opposite 
predicates can ever be united with the subject in a real 
object, etc. We have, therefore, to inquire, What combination 
of thoughts gives a real object of thought? and here the rule 
is, that in which the one can be thought without the other, 
but not this without that. Since in this case the latter is a 
possible attribute of the former (right-angled of triangle), the 
Lau of Determinabilıty is made the principle of real thought, 
which explains, among other things, the difference between 
analytical and identical propositions, as well as that between 
negative and infhinite judgments, etc. Real thought is thus 
distinguished from arbitrary thought, which combines things 
that can be thought one without the other (as circleand black); 
and from the formal thought which combines inseparable de- 
terminations of reflection (as cause and effect). Only real 
thought contains real synthetic judgments. These are, there- 
fore, subject to the law of determinability. By means of this 
law the categories can be deduced, and that, too, not from the 
pre-existing and given judgments, but in such a way that ıt 
will now be shown, the rather, why the table of judgments is 
complete. Categories as ways of subsuming under the unity 
of consciousness, or, what means the same thing, as conditions 
of the possibility of a real object, must, of course, be contained 
in the fundamental law of this subsumption as a germ, and 
therefore be deduced therefrom. (How Maimon effects this 
is of little interest.) The second point in which Maimon is in 
entire agreement with Reinhold is that the transcendental de- 
duction (through which we have experience, which, otherwise, 
would be impossible) remains, as against Hume, who denies 
experience in the Kantian sense, without effect. Andall the 
more since, properly speaking, it appears from Kant’s own 
words that Hume is quite right in his position. According to 
Kant, by the application of tlıe categories the necessary con- 
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have to strive, into a totality of perfections, which is an object 
of thought. All Kant’s antinomies are, therefore, to be solved 
by assigning one assertion to the reason, and the other to 
the imagination. In practical philosophy, he censures Kant 
for having supplanted the only motive to action, pleasure, 
by an unpractical principle. Pleasure is not to be taken as 
physical. The highest is that of knowledge, and because it 
recognises this fact, the Ethics of Aristotle is much more useful 
than the Kantian. 


Cf. Sal. Maimon’s Lebensgeschichte, con ihm selbst geschrieben, herausg. von 
K. P. Moritz., 2 Parts, 1792. [Eng. tr. by Murray, ı888, Ed.] Sabattia 
Joseph Wolff: Maimoniana, 1813. Dr. J. H. Witte : Salomon Maimon, Berlin, 
1876. I can refer to my own account of Maimon’s theory in my Zntwickelung 
der deutschen Speculation seit Kant ($ zı), which appeared in the year 1848, as 
the most complete, although a reviewer in the Augsburg Allgemeine Zeitung 
would have it that Maimon was first made known by Kuno Fischer. 


7. Decidedly the most important of the opponents of Rein- 
hold, and in general one of the most important among those 
who called themselves Kantians, is JacoB SıcısmunD Beck. 
(Born in 1761 in Lissau, near Danzig; studied in Kiönigs- 
berg, read from 1791 to 1799 in Halle, and died on the zgth 
of August, 1840, as professor at Rostock.) As a pupil, who 
stood in very close proximity to Kant and to whom, indeed, 
Kant left the original introduction to the Criligue of Jude- 
ment ın manuscript, he was led to write an /Uustrative Abride- 
ment of the Critwal Writings of Professor Kant (1793), 
the first two volumes of which Kant praised highly, and 
Kantians employed as a compendium. The third volume: 
Only Possible Standboint from which the Critical Philosophy 
must be Judged (1796), was the occasion of Kants beginning 
to reckon Beck also, as earlier Reinhold and Maimon, among 
his “ hypercritical” friends, and of Beck’s theory being, after 
the example of Reinhold’s, designated as the S/andpornt- 
theory. He developed it more concisely in his Out/ines of 
the Critical Philosophy (1796), upon which he caused to follow 
his Commentary on Kant's Metaphysis of Morals (1708). 
In Rostock he first published the Propedeutie to every 
Scientific Study (1799), a work which, like his Outlines, has 
also been translated into English, and in which he, like 
Reinhold earlier, is fond of speaking of philosophy “ without 
nickname,” instead of, as earlier, of the Kantian, or Critical, 
Philosophy. He wrote, besides, Princibles of Leyrislation 
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the conception of presentation and not with presentation itself. 
This defect and all hypothesis are avoided, if at the beginning 
we take as postulate the bringing to pass the fact of presenta- 
tion, hence “original presentation,’ not presentation in any 
particular manner. Since there is placed at the beginning 
no dogmatic principle but a postulate, we cannot start with a 
definition of te original presentation, but the reader must 
be led up to the fact of original presentation ; then this pre- 
‚sentation itself in which the use of the understanding consists 
(not possibly any single presentation) must be considered and 
made intelligible by the deduction of conceptions from it. 
The transcendental philosophy is, as regards this, the art of 
understanding self. 

9. What makes the understanding of the transcendental 
philosophy much more difficult, is the continual confusion of 
the original presentation, in virtue of which there is objectivity 
in general, with the thinking or judging by which we unite an 
objective somewhat with definite marks of distinction, and 
thus place before ourselves definite objects. The first pre- 
cedes, as the synthetic’objective unity of consciousness, and is 
that synthesis (not of conceptions, but a synthesis making con- 
ceptions first possible) of which Kant says that it must be 
conceived as prior to all analysis. Although the original and 
the secondary (logical) use of the understanding are different, 
yet we can reason back to the former from the nature of the 
latter, and if we can distinguish in thought combination and 
recognition (the synthesis of the understanding, and the sub- 
sumption of the judgment), so also in the original presentation 
are to be distinguished transcendental understanding and 
transcendental judgment, which both together constitute the 
act by which we generale the presentation of object in 
general, but do not Aave that of any definite object, for this 
can happen only by our giving marks of distinction to an 
object already generated by us, or, thinking the same. This 
objective synthetic unity, or objectivity in general, belongs 
only to the product of the original presentation. All, there- 
fore, that cannot be deduced from the original use of the 
understanding has for us no objectivity, nor meaning. 

10. The analysis of the original presentation, which, there- 
fore, is the highest problem of the transcendental philosophy, 
arrıves now at the result, that the original presentation con- 
sists in the categories, which are not ready-made conceptions, 
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but, the rather, proved, and the unheeded proposition of Kant: 
Phenomena are the zndetermined objects of perception, states 
that to the phenomena produced by the original presentation, 
more proximate determinations are first given by the second- 
ary presentation. (If, therefore, Berkeley conceives per- 
ception as the dream of a painting, Beck conceives it as the 
viewing of a painting that one has painted beforehand in a 
dream.) Against Berkeley it is, therefore, to be asserted that 
bresentations are effects of real objects; against the dogmatic 

antians, that things-in-themselves are never causes, hence 
cannot be causes of presentations; against both, that in general 
we may not inquire after a bond of union between things and 
their presentations but between phenomena and their pre- 
sentations, since this question has a meaning only in the 
empirical sphere. 

ı2. As transcendental philosophy, rightly understood, is 
opposed to all dogmatism, so also is it to what may be 
termed speculation or speculative reason (Kant's Metaphysics 
of the Supersensible). The essence of this consists in that 
it applies conceptions that in general have meaning only 
where phenomena are: concerned, outside of this realm. 
Hence Kant in the critique of psychology, cosmology, and 
theology, ought not to have opposed the previous meta- 
physics with the sceptical »0x /iguet, as if it were possidle that 
the soul were immortal, only that it was not to be proved, etc. 
But he should have shown that it is an absolute absurdity 
to apply to a non-spatial nature the category of permanence; 
that if spatiality be denied to the most perfect nature but 
reality be granted to it, this is a dogmatic trifling with con- 
ceptions. Faith is for Beck the confidence of the right- 
minded man that the goal, tie best world or the highest 
good, will be attained. In the fact that man knows himself 
as homo noumenon consists the faith in immortality; in the 
fact that man obeys in himself the inner judge, consists 
relicion. With Fichte's view that (God must not be regarded 
as a given object, Beck declares himself to be in entire 
agreement. (l know of nothing more complete regarding 
Beck’s theory than I gave in the year 1348, in the place 


cited, pp. 537-554.) N 
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2. Not only did the opposed one-sided views of Reinhold 
and his critics demand a progressive movement; but the 
example set by the former in the deeper foundation of the 
system invited to an imitation, and all the more, of course, 
that Maimon and Beck had maintained that Reinhold, no 
doubt, had dug deeper, but had hardly reached the deepest 
point. As in Kant, sense and understanding had sprung 
up out of the soil beside one another, so likewise beside these 
rose the stem the crown of which, just as those two bore 
physics, had been ethics. With Kant, there stood opposed 
to the theoretical reason (if we understand by that, sense 
and understanding) the practical reason. As that tantalizing 
“perhaps” relating to these two, and, further, the hint that 
botlı have to do with presentations, made Reinhold’s attempt 
one that could hardly miscarry, so had Kant, inasmuch as, 
besides the suggestion that lay in the common name reason, 
he had often repeated that tlıe reason is only one, or, in the 
Introduction to the Crziztique of Judgment, he had spoken of 
a root (explained by him, of course, to be inscrutable) of the 
theoretical and the practical reason, given an exactly similar 
hint. What wonder if Fichte writes to Reinhold that the 
latter has given to Criticism the only basis that it needed, if 
Kant had written only a Critigue of Pure Reason. But now 
that also a Crztigue of Practical Reason was in question, there 
was required a founding of the system by which even Rein- 
hold’s first fundamental principle would be made to appear as 
derivative and dependent. But how to think this unity of 
the theoretical and practical faculties, where the tap-root is to 
be sought to which the root discovered by Reinhold should 
be related as a branch-root, on this point Kant had left no 
one who had eyes, in the dark. The oft-repeated observation 
that the practical reason has the primacy over the theoretical, 
the entire theory of assumptions resting upon practical need, 
the acknowledgment, hardly to be withheld, that the un- 
conditioned is thought, that the final end of the world as a 
whole is the fulfilnent of the moral law,—all this pointed so 
plainly to a conception of tlıe transcendental philosophy. 
according to which reason is 7220 loco practical, but in order 
to be so,—hence merely as a means,—is theoretical, that this 
conception had not to be long waited for. After the pre- 
paratory labours of Kant, Reinhold, AEnesidemus-Schulze 
and Maimon, to whom Fichte always recognised that he 
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THIRD DIVISION. 


The Science of Knowledge and its Offshoots. 
A.—-FICHTE AND THE SCIENCE OF KNOWLEDGE. 


$ 310. 
Fıcute's Lir£E AND WRITINGS. 


Imm. Hermann Fichte : Johann Gottlieb Fichte's Leben und literarischer Brief. 
wechsel. Sulzbach, 1830, 2 vols. (2nd ed., Leipz., 1862). \WVeinhold: 
Acht und vierzig Briefe von J. G. Fichte und seinen Verwandten. Leipz,, 
1862. 


JoHann GOTTLIEB FICHTE, born on the ıgth of May, 1762, 
in Rammenau in Upper Lusatia, educated as a theologian in 
the schools of Meissen and Pforta and the universities of 
Jena and Leipsic, and, as it appears, greatly attracted by 
Spinozism, learned to know, after he had been for some 
years a family tutor in Switzerland, first Kant’s philosophy 
and then Kant himself personally, and wrote, upon this occa- 
sion, his Critique of All Revelation (1792), which at once 
made him a famous man, extolled by the Kantians. In this 
work is developed the idea that the moral law that is sovereign 
in us is changed by an “alienation” which we (at least, the 
most of us) need, into a law-giver; and, through this ingredient 
of theology, loyalty to duty becomes religion. Revelation as 
sensible attestation of the truth is a need felt by weakness, 
which is of course very wide-spread. In Switzerland, whither 
Fichte again betook himself in the year 1793, to get married, 
he published anonymously a discourse: Aevendiation of 
Freedom of Thought (1793), and Contridutions towards the 
Rectifwation of the Fudgments of the Public relative to Ihe 
French Revolution (2 Parts, 1793). In the latter, which 
was occasioned by Rehberg’s diametrically opposite views, 
he defended (against Kant) the right of the people to alter 
its State-compact, and violently antagonized the nobility, 
the Church, and the toleration of the Jews. Criticisms ın 
the Allgemeine Literaturzeitung, particularly of Schulze's 
Enesidemus (1794), show how his views had already crystal- 
lized. In the same year he was called to Jena as successor 
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$ zıı. 
THE SCIENCE OF KNOWLEDGE. 


Joh. Heinrich Löwe: Die Philosophie Fichtes nach dem Gesammtergebniss 
ihrer Entwicklung. Stuttg., 1862. 


ı. The same reason for which in $ 307 we spoke only of 
Reinhold’s Zlementary Philosophy, although he declared the 
Synonymics to be a much riper work, holds here, if, as the 
basıs of the following account, only those works of Fichte 
are taken which he wrote and published in the eighteenth 
century. Monographs upon Fichte and his theory can, it is 
true, appeal to his practice and his express explanations when 
they put aside the self-positing of the Ego, the being-posited of 
the non-Ego, the divisible Ego and non-Ego, theantitheses and 
syntheses, the undeducible opposition (Azsloss), etc., as some- 
thing external and collateral, and, distinguishing between his 
system and the first presentation of it, hold, rather, to the 
lectures published after his death. But he whose aim is to 
exhibit the course of the history of modern philosophy must 
pursue a different method. The premises of that first presen- 
tation of his system were furnished particularly by Kant, then 
by Reinhold, Schulze’s -Znesidemus and Maimon, and only 
in it is the connection of the system with its predecessors to 
be understood. And only in it, again, has that system had 
its lasting influence, by causing Schelling to commentate upon 
and, later, to supplement it, by calling out objections from the 
youthful Herbart and giving to him a tendency for life, by 
becoming for Hegel the subject of his first work, and for all 
who came later the teacher of method. If one compares the 
lasting influence that this first presentation of the system 
exerted upon Reinhold, Forberg, Schad, Schlegel, and others, 
with Fichte’s activity in Berlin, though one place the latter 
ever so high as regards the diffusion of ideal, or, even, national, 
sentiment, then Fichte has not had a direct influence upon 
philosophy since he had left Jena. Very naturally. \Vhat he 
had printed of the lectures that he delivered was such as would 
not bear being measured by the standard of strict science, as 
Schleiermacher's verdict on the Characteristus of the Present 
Age, or as Hegel’s on the Adaresses to the German Natıon, 
has proved. Again, the profound lectures on the Science of 
Knowledge, of the years 1801, 1804, 1813, on the Facts ol 
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be designated as counter-natural or artistic. Just as little 
as the philosopher has to do with apprehended objects, 
so little has he to observe the apprehending subject, as 
those do who put psychology in the place of philosophy. 
The Science of Knowledge has for its aim to comprehend, 
not the knowing mind but knowledge, not an active some- 
what, but an act. This it aims to do, however, in a scien- 
tiie manner, and hence the Transcendental Philosophy or 
Science of Knowledge must, as has been shown by Reinhold, 
who, after Kant, has thereby won for himself the greatest 
desert as regards philosophy, be deduced from a single first 
principle. The fault to be found with Reinhold ıs that he, 
just .as if Kant had written no Criligue of Practical Reason, 
laid down a first principle which serves as a basis for theo- 
retical philosophy only. For that reason he contents him- 
self with theoretically establishing the fact of presentation, 
whereas if one goes still deeper and seeks the common 
origin of the theoretical as well as the practical activity, 
one discovers this only in activity in general, and then 
will lay down a first principle that formulates a fact-a. 
In this, Beck saw more acutely than Reinhold, who, because 
he did not get beyond the fact of presentation, in which the 
Ego is limited, is not rid of the mischievous prejudice of the 
“given stuff.” If we could succeed in deriving from a primal 
fact-act all others, even that of presentation with which Rein- 
hold begins, and hence to explain how and why knowing is 
a perceiving, understanding, etc., then the Science of Know- 
ledge would have solved its problem. Since among the 
activities to be explained consciousness also is to be found, it 
is self-evident that the acts to be unfolded by the Science of 
Knowledge do not fall within consciousness. But, for that 
reason, the Science of Knowledge has not to do with inven- 
tions, but its problem is to draw forth into the light the 
concealed mechanism by means of which consciousness is 
realized, that is to say, to bring into consciousness what does 
not fall within consciousness, because it is a condılıo sıne gua 
non of consciousness (hence it ıs called a /rzort). Since this 
never occurs to the ordinary consciousness, the standpoint 
of the Science of Knowledge is an artistic one. It is with 
these unconscious acts as it is in mathematics, where the 
mathematician considers the figure without knowing that he 
he has to do with his own space-limits. It will have to be 
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cedes it as a condılio sine gua non, is a self-positing of self. 
This improved statement does not do away with, but strength- 
ens, still another misunderstanding, produced by the term 
Ego, by which many understand the individual. .But Fichte 
opposes this most vigorousiy. He canniot understand by the 
Ego the individual, because individual is a very complex 
conception, not deduced till much later. Since, that is to say, 
the individual Ego can be thought only by means of a Zhom, 
and a Zhou is an zZ, which is an Zgo, the individual is the unity 
of the Ego and the it, z.e. thenon-Ego. But by Zeo he under- 
stands what Kant probably had in mind when he opposed 
to the empirical Ego the pure Ego, the pure consciousness, 
which is in all empirical consciousness that which speaks to us 
in the moral law. If one remembers that this was with Kant 
called the practical reason, and that v%g/ the practical reason 
demands was nothing else than reason, it may be comprehended 
at‘ once why Fichte says instead of Zgo also zeasor, and again 
why he places the nature of it in the positing (obligating) of 
self or reflectivity. The essential thing is that that absolute, 
not individual, Ego be conceived as pure act (not as some- 
thing active), as pure or absolute knowledge (neither as a 
knowing nor as a known somewhat), as the self-penetration,“ 
for which there is no other word than Ego-hood. Tobring to 
consciousness this Ego-hood underlying every Ego is therefore 
something entirely different from mere self-observation ; it is 
, rather an intellectual intuition before which one’s own being 
vanishes, and which makes its appearance, which is no kind of 
being, but an act. To surrender one's self to this act (reason) 
is what is required by the Science of Knowledge, which, ac- 
cordingly, instead of being egoism, as has been said, the rather 
drives out all egoism. But now it is to.be comprehended 
how Fichte comes to be so ready to leave the requirement to 
bring that action-in-self to consciousness, to the conscience of 
him upon whom it is laid. That the fact-act described in this 
Principle really explains all facts of consciousness, further 
development must show. But even here can be deduced 
by reflection upon the form of this action, what otherwise is in 
logic usually merely described, namely, the Law of Identity 
and the category of reality. If, that is to say, in employing 
this Principle, which may also be formulated thus: Because the 
Ego is posited by itself, it therefore is, we abstract from the 
circumstance that we have to do with the Ego, there remains 
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There results, further, from this Principle the third qualitative 
category : Determination (with Kant, Limitation). But, at 
the same time, because “ partial” is a quantitative conception, 
the categories of quantity are therewith known in their proper 
source. 

6. The consideration of the three Principles, which are re- 
lated to each other as thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, has 
established the foundation of the entire investigation, has 
expressed the totality of these. Since, that is to say, in this 
primitive synthesis, as will be shown, are contained all other 
syntheses that we have to make when we think, whereas the 
entire problem which Kant had placed before the Transcen- 
dental Philosophy (Science of Knowledge) was none other 
than that relating to synthetic judgments (syntheses) a Jroor:, 
there is contained in this Principle the whole of the Science of 
Knowledge in a nut-shell. We shall develop it out of this 
implicit form by observing whether in this synthesis there 
appears a new antithesis, which then is resolved in a second 
synthesis. In the search for antitheses (analysis) and the 
uniting into syntheses consists philosophic method. This 
would continue to infinity if the thesis which stands above 
all .antitheses and syntheses did not afford a goal. Where 

„absolute unity, that Ego-ego with which we began, is again 
reached, even if only as an Idea, z.e. as an ideal never 
to be completely attained, there the circle is closed. Be- 
tween the point of beginning and that of ending, will the 
individual, the finite (limited, divisible) Ego fall, so that the 
former is not yet, the latter no longer, an individual. Since’ 
the principle (the Third Principle) which contains the entire 
Science of Knowledge and which can be more concisely for- 
mulated thus: Ego posits Ego and non-Ego as mutually deter- 
mining themselves, contains two principles, that is to say, (a) 
Ego posits itself as determined by the non-Ego, and, (5) Ego 
posits itself as determining the non-Ego, the Science of 
Knowledge falls into two parts, the theoretical and the 
practical. The first has to solve the problem which Kant 
had proposed for the /Esthetic and Analytic, namely, to 
answer the question: How does the Ego (the reason) come 
to assume anything objective ? The second takes the place 
of Kant’s Transcendental Dialectic and Crifigue of Practial 
Reason, and answers the question, How comes the Ego (the 
reason) to ascribe to itself causality ? 
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such an idealism, on equal footing with realism, cannot satisfy, 
for, that those two principles upon which they rest should be 
derived from a single one demands a real reconciliation. If 
there were any, this theory of the origin of presentations oßthe 
objective should be called zaeal-realism, or, also, real-ıdealism. 
3. Fichte reaches this result by the application of the con- 
ception, first introduced by Kant, of the productive imagina- 
tion, by which he understands hie activity of the Ego which 
has power to limit itselfi sa that it may be considered as 
composed of two opposite elements, a centrifugal, infinite sub- 
jective, and a’centripetal, finite objective. If we suppose, 
now, that objects’presented to the Ego arise by the limitation 
of the Ego’s own activity (somewhat as waves arıse upon level 
water because of an arresting of its flow, or as visions do be- 
cause of stagnation of the blood), idealism is as much wrong 
in representing them as originating ZAroug% the activity of the 
Ego as realism in representing them as originating entirely 
without the activity of the Ego. he category of ideal- 
realısm would then be neither causality nor substantiality, but 
reciprocity.)/ Since presentations arise to the Ego because 
the Ego arrests its activity, they appear to it as an arresting 
obstacle, henfit® as a foreign object. One may call this illusion, 
but it is not a groundless illusion. JObjects are, therefore, 
creations of the imagination ; not of a conscious imagination, 
för Techanism lies behind the productive imagination, or, if 
one will, before conscivousness. Through its operation con- 
sciousness, also, originates. The presented objects, therefore, 
would be arresting obstacles which the Ego, unconsciously 
»f course, puts in the way. (The repulsiveness which this de- 
velopment has had for many and still has, would be lessened 
if, where Fichte says, “ doszl objects,” they should say, instead, 
affırms, or if they should put to themselves the question, 
whether they really mean that an impression produced by 
things could alone cause us to mentally Z/ace them before us.) 
4. But in order that this may be something more than a 
hypothetical view it is necessary to show how,|by the assump- 
.tion of that capacity of sel-Jimitation the ori&in of presenta- 
tions and of all phenomena of conscibusness, from which as 
admitted facts Kant and Reinhold start, can be explained. 
T'he deduction of presentations is given, now, in a fragmalical 
history of intelligence or of human knowledge, which pursues 
a method that is, in a certain measure, opposite to the one 
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perly the faculty of the real, so that all finite being is properly 
only in the understanding. The transition from perception to 
understanding is made by the (reproductive) imagination, to 
which Kant rightly assigns the mediating schemata, and of 
which Fichte says that all that enters the understanding 
enters it only through the imagination. What this gives order 
to (thinks) are, therefore, merely fancies, presentations, which 
through it become fixed. The matter obtained by looking 
inward and outward is as yet in a rude, chaotic state (Kant’s 
world of sense) ; by the understanding or thought it is first 
rendered something definite and so known (with Kant, nature). 
The laws of this determination are the categories, just as space 
and time had been modes or laws of perception. By the cate- 
gories, therefore, are not to be understood ready-made empty 
pigeon holes ; but they arise, with objects, out of the ground of 
the imagination (hence at the same time with the schemata). 
That, therefore, the known, the real, is subject to the categories, 
or is phenomenon, lies in the nature of the case. A deduction 
of the categories ıs, of course, here no longer required, since 
this had already-been given in the consideration of the Prin- 
ciples and the analysis of the Third Principle. But Fichte 
was right in saying here, exactly as he had said above, that 
the reader is now brought to the point where Kant's Tran- 
scendental Analytic takes him up. But, finally, he attempts 
to show that if the (centrifugal) transcending of the limits 
set by the understanding be continued, intelligence becomes 
reflecting and abstracting judgment. If, now, this, again, be 
made object, there arises the consciousness of the power of 
abstraction generally, z.e, the consciousness of Sure reason 
(devoid of all imagınation) or self-consciousness proper. Here 
'a twofold result is reached. First, knowledge arrives at a 
doubling of the object, in which it distinguishes from it its 
presentation (more precisely : from the presentation, the pre- 
sentation of the same). In this distinction, properly speaking, 
consists that act which Reinhold had placed at the beginning 
as an act of consciousness, so that the reader now is brought 
to the beginning of the Elementary Philosophy. But.a second, 
more important result is this: In the deduced (rational) con- 
sciousness intelligence has reached the point at which there is 
for the Ego itself what we had recognised as the sum and 
substance of the Theoretical Science of Knowledge, viz., that 
the Ego posits itself as determined. But having reached the 
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practicat activity of the Ego is different: from that with the 
theoretical activity. Accordingly he starts with the result 
deduced in the Theoretical Science of Knowledge, that the 
Ego is limited, finite, objective, z.e., is occupied with the objec- 
tive. But now it was said, nevertheless, in the First Principle 
that the Ego posits absolutely only its own being, and/there 
arises then the question, Is, and how is, the limited objective 
activity which has been deduced, to be combined with the 
infinite unlimited or pure activity which has been recognised 
- as the essential nature of the Ego? In only one way : [When 
the finite activity is conceived as subordinated to the pure 
activity as means to en But this actually takes place when 
we conceive the Ego’'as striving towards the infinite, or 
when we conceive it as practical, z.e., as knowing itself as 
causality, as activity. It can do this only by overcoming 
resistance ; to do this it must meet with resistance; that 
therefore it should have something objective (resistance 
| Widerstand =object | Gegenstand ]) is necessary for it in order 
that it be präcia lt must affırm something objective not 
in order that it mdäy respect it, but that, on the contrary, it 
may annul it. The reaf w%y or, rather, wsereto of the 
affırming the objective or of existent intelligence lies for the 
Ego in the fact that it cannot otherwise be practical or will 
The opposition, therefore, which the Theoretical Science of 
Knowledge could not deduce is here deduced. It lies in the 
practical being of the Ego, of which, for the rest, one may 
convince himself also by the fact that nothing makes us certain 
of the existence of things so much as the resistance they oiier, 
2.e., our (arrested) action upon them. For the rest, we may 
also here recall to mind Kant, who likewise maintains that 
it is from practical need that we come to affırm things. Of 
course there makes its appearance here the great distinction 
that, according to Kant, these things were things-in-them- 
selves, which, as unknowable, remain opposed to the Ego, as 
impenetrable limit, whereas, according to Fichte, they are 
nothing in themselves, but only for us, and thus present to 
us a material to which we give form, and hence are not 
impenetrable (unknowable), so that he answers the question 
as to what things-in-themselves are, not with a Nescio, but 
with, They are what we shall make out of them. «Here, 
therefore, is it asserted, with Reinhold, The thing-in-itself is 
entirely absorbed by the noumenon, whereas with Kant the 
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tains reason, Fichte denies nature. For, since he conceives 
the objective as non-Ego, the Ego coinciding with reason, 
there remains for that only the predicate unreason. Hence 
his indignation at all optimism, his assertion, that the world 
is, rather, the very worst, because the farthest removed from 
that which we have to make out of it, etc. Further, since a 
scientific consideration of nature is barely possible, when it 
is treated as a self-end, whereas Fichte sees in things only a 
means for the realization of our (moral) ends, he acknowledges 
no other mode of viewing nature than the teleological, which, 
however, must be of such a character that morality is acknow- 
ledged by ıt asthe end. In his moral theology Kant main- 
tains theology only in so far as it rests upon morals ; just so 
does Fichte as regards physics. It may be said that he main- 
tains only a moral physics. He says expressly : Our duty is 
the only thing-in-itself and is converted by the laws of the 
sensuous idea into a world of sense. That light and air have 
in themselves a necessity does not occur to him, but he believes, 
in all seriousness, that he has ““deduced” both when he directs 
attention to the fact that, without them, men could neither see 
nor hear one another ; without this, could not understand one 
another ; without this, could not enter into moral community. 
This viewing, now, of nature from the point of view of the 
highest moral end makes it clear why Fichte, who has not 
attempted to give a deeper basis to Kant's Crisigue of Judg- 
ment, and has adopted from none of Kant’s works so little as 
from this, yet sometimes praises it aboveall therestand asserts 
that nowhere has Kant come nearer the truth than in it. It is 
the ethico-theological conclusion of the work, as well as the 
assertion that nature has man for its end only in so far as he 
isa moral being, that so appealed to Fichte. The affectionate 
sinking of himself in the contemplation of living being as the 
end of nature must have repelled him. He even expressly an- 
tagonizes this conception. Like Fries (vzd. $ 305-6), he sup- 
poses that the organism can be explained by mere reciprocity. 
| To see ends in nature means to him to overvalue nature, and: 
this is for him the worst thing possible. Never has a system 


”" breathed such hatred of nature as that of F ichte.\ 


_ 3. But there is also implied at the same time, that in the 
Same measure the other crown, Ethics, must remain. In fact so 


“ much is this the leading feature in his system that his Sesence 


of Knowledge can be understood only through his Theory ol 
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1 a 
related as man to men, as substance to its modes, as Fichte 
expresslysays. To each of these Egos, now, is allotted a.part 
of the common world as its exclusive sphere of freedom, and 
the limits of this sphere are precisely the zzg%A2s of the individual, 
which the individual, if he existed alone (which is obviously an 
absurd supposition), would not, of course, possess. Within this 
sphere the Ego, or, as we must now say, every Ego, rightly 
ascribes to itself causality ; for, since the world of sense is 
merely a being that is posited by me to explain my limits, I 
never get out of myself, even where I change these limits. 
“] change the external world” means, transcendentally ex- 
pressed, I change my external condition. Those external 
conditions, now, which must necessarily be changed before 
others can be changed, or, what means just the same thing, 
that part of my sphere of freedom which contains the begin- 
ning-point of all the changes produced by me in the world of 
sense, is my body. It is, in the most eminent sense, mine; in- 
deed, for all others it is I, and it must be regarded as the subject 
of right. Such, that is to say, do individuals become in limiting 
their freedom by the conception of the possibility of the free- 
dom of the rest. Since only thereby do obligations originate, 
there can, of course, be no such thing as an obligation to 
enter the legal condition. But if one has entered it, the 
logical consequence is that he respect the legal condition ; if he 
does not, he is treated as being without right. Thus is the 
right of compulsion given by the practical power of the syllog- 
ism. Nevertheless, since the validity of right depends upon 
empirical conditions, the actual, legal conditions, we cannot 
attribüte to ıt unconditional validity as to thegnorallaw. The 
former possesses necessity because it is; chatten the force 
of obligation, because it should be. Fichte, like Kant, 
sees in the State merely the institution which by physical 
power lends sanction to the law, so that it is, therefore, the 
pre-supposition for the reality of right, since without it neither 
right of compulsion nor of property is conceivable. The 
latter, which Fichte would have conceived as not so much 
the right to a thing as rather the right to exercise activity 
with reference to the thing, is to him the first consequence 
of the jnalienable original right to be a personality, and, 
properly speaking, the only one for the protection of which 
the State exists. He does not vindicate higher than material 
interests to the State, which he conceives, therefore, as wholly 
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ceived only as education, and hence always consists therein, 
this distinction must be conceived as original, and hence the 
primitive condition of man must be so conceived that there 
appear as opposed two races, that of revelation and faith, and 
that of freedom and the understanding. The conflict of the 
two, in which, first one and then the other, takes the röle of 
the teacher and leader, forms history, to the last phase of 
which the theory of knowledge begun by Kant is an: intro- 
duction, since, denying authority as such, it itself produces 
that which is given by authority. At present we have to do 
with communicating to all the spirit of freedom, this conquest 
of the Science of Knowledge. This is done by popularizing 
education, the importance of which Pestalozzi, above all others, 
foresaw. If the people, accordingly, become so educated that 
the individual ceases to belong to a family or to have a separ- 
ate possession, the race approaches a time when there need no 
longer be courts of justice, nor wars, and the last sovereign, 
having become useless, will surrender himself to the Fo4ks- 
Schule, 1.e., to the profession of teachers, that it may assign to 
him his proper place. (It is shown in Z%Ae Adaresses to the 
German Nation, which carry this out in detail, as well as in 
The Exclusive Commercial State, to what despotism the 
fanaticism of liberty conducts.) 

4. Far more than in the Z%eory of Right, where, ın 
addition to the pure Ought, to be determined a Zrzorz, there 
enters the empirical moment, is Fichte in his proper element 
in the Z%Aeory of Morals (Wks., vol. iv.). Like the Maiural 
Right it subdivides into three principal parts, of which the 
first (pp. 13-62) contains the deduction of the Principle of 
Morality ; the second (pp. 63-155) deduces its Reality and 
Applicability ; the third (pp. 157-365) develops the System 
of Duties. The first deduction, which may also be called the 
Theory of the Moral Nature, has to explain scientifically the 
inner necessity which the moral man experiences in himself 
to act according to a certain norm, even without having in 
view an end to be attained thereby ; and it does this by show- 
ing that true self-consciousness is conceivable only under the 
condition that the Ego determines its freedom, without ex- 
ception, by the conception of independence. Here also the 
question how the Ego comes to know itself as free, z.c., to 
know changes in the world of sense as effects of a conception 
(thought), to know thought, therefore, as causality, is first 
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- must perform, in order that he may attain to the highest stage. 
This is facilitated by the contemplation of exemplars, and to 
have been such is the merit of the founders of religion, the men 
of ethical genius.: Although, now, the formula, “ Follow con- 
science,” suffices for life, science must nevertheless give material 
distinctions regarding the content of the moral law. Since 
complete independence, which is the highest goal, has as its 
condition the fact that I am an organized body, an intelligence, 
and one among many, there result the rules, first, to permit 

"one's selfto care for the body onlyas a means to duty-governed 
conduct ; second, to pursue knowledge only from duty, not 
from idle curiosity ; finally, to enter into association, in which 
the highest end, the subjection of all natural impulses to the 

.law of morals, is most surely attained. The institution for 
mutual improvement through influence upon conviction is the 
Church. The formulary, as the sum of present convictions, is 
the starting-point for mutual understanding. To fix it as 
absolute is to forget that as the State is based on need, so also 
is the Church, which ıs but a means of transition to the 
‘absolutely moral human society, or community of perfect men. 
The chief means to the accomplishment of this transition is 
unrestricted interchange of opinion, which, with the Church- 
official, moves within certain limits set by his profession; 
with the author, must be free from all limits, 

5. In speaking of Kant ($ 300, 9), it was pointed out that 
in spite of his asserted separation of the moral and legal, his 
ethnological and historical sense led him, in treating the his- 
tory of the world, to combine the two points of view. For a 
similar reason, Fichte, an ideal husband, disputes Kant’s asser- 
tion that marriage is only an institution of law, since it has 
, a natural and moral character. Accordingly he treats it in 

“ the Theory of Morals. But the feeling that here, where the 
conscience is that alone which decides, a marriage of con- 
science may be construed as the highest of all, leads him to 
treat it in an appendix, apart from duties of vocation and all 
other duties. In fact, when, in the Third Part of his 7%eory 
of Nlorals, he divides duties as a whole, first, into conditioned 
or mediate, and unconditioned or immediate, and each of 
these classes, according as they are transferable or not, into 
particular and universal, he could not bring the duties of hus- 
bands under any of the four heads in such a way that at least 
supplementary considerations would not be required. These 
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Its problem as regards religion is, a deduction of the religious 
consciousness. It recognises true religion—the religion of. 
right-doing—but it is so much more certain of God (that law, 
or that order of events, this Ought) than of all being, that it 
must much rather be called Acosmism than Atheism. Persis- 
tent and firm adherence to the final end to be realized is faith ; 
therefore, I believe because I will. My will coincides with that 
law, which may be called rational will. It is this law that an- 
nounces to us that the sensible world is a material condition for 
the fulfilling of our duty} it, therefore, calls forth in us that 
world and may in so farl be called the creator of the world. 
Hence moral conviction, or faith, is security for every other; 
the given world was the visible existence of the moral. Our 
life is the life of this law, hence it is itself eterna. I am 
immortal by the determination to live the law of reason, even 
though I should never actually so live That life I already 
have in this. Fichte’s Destination of Man, from which these 
last propositions are borrowed, falls into three parts, the fırst 
of which is entitled Dozdi, because the ‘ordinary conscious- 
ness, which finds itself, as a part of the world, dominated by 
the law of causality, is not able to extricate itself from the 
contradiction of constraint and the feeling of freedom. In the 
Second Part (Anowiledge) he shows that the Science of Know- 
ledge rescues freedom by teaching us to recognise the present 
objectivity as the deed of the Ego, but of course also changes 
it into a world of mere presentations, a dream-world, in which 
. we have to’ do with copies, and (hence mere) pictures of the 
real To this we attain (in the Third Part) by /a:/A, which 
guarantees the reality of that wherein and whereby we are to 
realizeourends. To call the doctrines developed in this work 
“ Ethical Pantheism,” was all the more justifiable that its agree- 
ment with Spinoza and Malebranche is almost literal.e. Only, 
there is great danger of forgetting that where two do tbe 
same thing it is not the same thing. Pantheism, z.e., Spinoza, 
teaches the existence of a God who is a being without will, 
an eternal order of grounds.and consequences in which ends 
and freedom have no place. The Destination of Man, on the 
contrary, teaches that of an absolute will which never is, a 
world only of ends, the activity solely of freedom. That he 
calls this “ superterrestrial” world which (only) sAow#/d be and 
grow, the best, does not conflict with, but rather supports, the 
earlier assertion, ‘“‘ The (earthly, present) world is the worst.” 
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antagonized Fichte, as they had Kant; indeed, they even 
began at lasttocry up Kant, as against Fichte, as an altogether 
sensible man. When, now, Fichte's arrogant work, /r. 
Niolats Life, etc., appeared in print (against his will), Nicolai 
published first a very warm reply to it, and then a protest, 
just as warm and energetic, against Fichte’s reception. into the 
Academy. The expressions which became loud against Fichte 
from the Göttingen circle betrayed the feeling that they ema- 
nated from the rear-guard.. Those who, when Fichte ap- 
peared, spoke with authority in philosophy, called themselves 
Kantians. Following Kant’s own example, they had at first 
looked upon Fichte as a promising comrade, and C. Chr. F. 
Schmid’s attack upon him, shortly before he came to .Jena, 
appeared to be a case of personal irritation. But when the 
treatises on the Science of Knowledge threw down the gaunt- 
let before all the Kantians except Reinhold, Maimon and 
Beck, who treated the master himself merely as a forerunner, 
this must, of course, produce bitterness of feeling. With the 
exception of Maimon, who remained silent, all those named 
declared against him, and at last Kant himself, in a very acri- 
monious way. The Allgemeıne Literaturzeitung, which had 
gone with Fichte a little way, expressed itself against him; so 
also did Jakob’s Annalen, in connection with which Beck, 
particularly, was active. That the Faith-Philosophy, which 
had already declared against Kant, should also declare against 
Fichte, was natural; and the fact that Fichte actually drew 
the consequences that Jacobi had declared beforehand to be 
inevitable deductions must have prepossessed the latter, in 
spite of the fact that he had a horror of them, in favour of the 
consistent thinker. Hence the respectful, even friendly rela- 
tions between the two men. A view that had been attacked 
by the Pre-Kantians, the Kantians, and the Faith-Philosophers, 
must necessarily have the Semi-Kantians also, for opponents. 
Accordingly, Bouterwek, Krug, Fries repeatediy appeared on 
the scene of action to cast into the teeth of the Scezenceof Know- 
ledge its extravagant a Jriorism, or its “prejudice of transcenden- 
talism.”” After these opponents, who rejected the whole problem 
that Fichte had raised, came, besides, the legion of those who 
adhered to individual parts of it. The expression Zgo, by 
which, in spite of all prötests to the contrary, was understood 
the individual, made the Sezence of Knowledge an easy prey 
for those who asserted that Professor Fichte regarded himself, 
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the Leiters on Dogmatism and Criticism (1796), in which, in 
opposition to those who sought to establish a dogmatisrh 
wholly of the traditional sort, and particularly a theology on 
the basis of Criticism, it is shown that, according to Kant, God 
is only an object of conduct, and that Kant had failed'to 

beyond the indemonstrability of an objective God, instead of 
showing the incompatibility of such a nature with ours, be- 
cause he examined critically only the faculty of knowledge and 
had not gone deeper. His question, Z/ow are synthetic judg- 
ments a Prior: possible ? proves, in fact, quite clearly that he 
placed himself in the sphere of syntheses, z.e., of the opposition 
of the subjective and the objective (hence makes Fichte's 
Third Principle the point of beginning). It therefore only 
remains for him to say that as the reason (viewed as 
practical) proceeds to posit the unity of the two, so also 
(theoretically regarded) it presupposes this unity. Since now 
this contradiction ceases as well where the object is posited as 
thing-in-itself, as absolute, and the subject vanishes as knowing, 
as also where, conversely, the object vanishes as something 
counterposed, the Crizigue of Pure Reason presents a choice 
between two equally possible but irreconcilable standpoints, 
objective and subjective realism, the first of which, Dog- 
matism (Spinoza), requires that the subject lose itself in the 
absolute, and teaches that the Ego is a mere modification of the 
infinite, the other, Criticsm (Fichte), gives the command, 
Be! and teaches the absorption of the object by the subject, 
not, indeed, as being (for then it would itself be Dogmatism), 
but as the obligation to be. The goal is not attained, for 
blessedness is tedium, as Lessing rightly says. Criticism, 
therefore, does not teach a drawing near to the Divinity, 
but, rather, the drawing near of the Divinity, by man’s be- 
coming of himself more and more free from himself, instead 
of trembling before an avenging judge. Choice must be made 
between these two standpoints, which alone are consistent. 
(Then would be enunciated, therefore, that dilemma to which, 
earlier ($ 269, 2), reference was made.) Ihe New Deduction 
of Natural Rıght (1796), which followed the Zeiers, can 
therefore not be cited here, because Fichte was dissatisfied 
with it, and because, also, it contains a thought which trans- 
cends Fichte, namely, that the State lies in a sphere that 
stands above the moral and the legal. Still more does Schell- 
ing appear in agreement with Fichte in the Universal Surver 
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System of the Philosophyof Nature and Transcendental Philo- 
sopky (2 vols., Landshut, 1803). Allying themselves decidedly 
with Fichte, were Schumann and, in an almost slavish way, 
Michaelis, both active particularly in the province of political 
philosophy. Unmistakable approximations to Fichte are 
to be found in Mehmel, who died as professor in Erlangen. 
In the wider dissemination of the ideas of Fichte and Schel- 
ling, the PArlosophische Journal was principally instrumental. 
That a notice so favourable as that of Schlegel could appear 
in the Allgemeine Literaturseilung, corroborates what was 
said above—that this was for a long time favourably inclined 
towards Fichte The Zriangen Literaturzeitung, edited by 
Meusel, was for a long time accounted the warmest friend of 
the Science of Knowledge. 

3. With Fichte's removal to Berlin, the culmination-point 
of his reputation was, properly speaking, passed. But just 
at this moment was presented a phenomenon which is to be 
comprehended only in connection with the Science of Know- 
ledge, to which it stands related similarly as the Semi-Kantians 
do to Kant. This phenomenon may be compared with the 
modification of Kantism made by Fries, all the more that 
there are demonstrable in its appearance the influence of ideas 
of Jacobi. We speak here of that S/and-point of Zrony, which, 
because the school of poets acknowledging its adherence to it 
had called itself the Romantic School, it is the habit of some 
to characterize as the Philosophy of Romanticism. The 
founder of this tendency, and at the same time its most im- 
portant representative, is FRIEDRICH SCHLEGEL (born on the 
ıoth of March, 1772, the youngest of five distinguished bro- 
thers, and died on the ııth of January, 1829), whose epoch- 
making works in the History of Art, Esthetics, and Philo- 
logy, must be passed over in these Ouzlines, and whose ıater 
philosophical achievements must be .omitted in this section, 
since they will be spoken of in what follows. Having become 
acquainted with the Kantian philosophy at a time when Rein- 
hold and Fichte had already gotten beyond it, he sees in it 
from the beginning only half-truth, and requires that idealism 
be logically carried out. This leads him to Fichte, whose 
Science of Knowledge he places with the French Revolution 
and Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister as the three greatest tenden- 
cies of the century. And yet he was, from the very begin- 
ning, repelled by an unsurmounted dualism in the Sezence of 
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virtue than that of genius; and, conversely, genius, which 
must, of course, appear paradoxical to those who are com- 
mon, ennobles everything. The criterion of genius is that 
disregard of limits which rests upon the feeling of infinite 
creative power. Whereas the shallow person, the ordinary 
consciousness, sees in all surrounding it, already established 
limits, which must be respected, the transcendental, and hence 
the poetic and original, Ego sees therein only something 
posited by itself, therefore subject to being, as it were, re- 
voked. Hence it is not in earnest as regards what it allows 
to be valid; it sports where the ordinary person seriously plods 
and labours. As the Grecian gods are idle, so genius rejoices 
in freedom from care and in inactivity, is not yet shut out from 
Paradise by industry, that death-angel with the fiery sword. 
This mode of thought, in contradistinction to the prosaic seri- 
ousness of common life, is called, now, sometimes genius, some- 
times wit and humour, but particularly irony; and of it is said 
that whoever has risen to it offers sacrifice to the Graces. 
Whereas the spiritless man gives himself up entirely to his 
aim, and puts the law above everything else, the man of true 
intelligence acknowledges no law and knows that all aims are 
idie. In the ıronical disregarding of the existence of law con- 
sists real morality, the first impulse of which is opposition to 
law and conventional legality. The rabble, therefore, often 
see transgressors and examples of immorality in those who, 
for the truly moral man, are precisely beings of his own class, 
fellow-citizens of his own world. The so-much decried ro- 
mance of Schlegel, Zucinde, atteınpts a critical examination of 
marriage, as it presents itself in reality, from this standpoint; 
and in doing so makes war, in a manner exceeding what is 
permitted by the limits of the zsthetic, against the separation 
of the spiritual and the sensuous in the love of the sexes, as 
also against all that is conventional and traditional. Whereas 
the spiritless person, in part fears custom, and in part breaks 
it in the moment of appetite, the person of genius is once for 
all free from it. Since marriage is not to him a sacred institu- 
tion, he disregards it, and is for that reason capable of true love, 
and natural marriage, in which no God nor superstition sepa- 
rates the lovers. Inasmuch as in the gratification of this 
impulse the subject, negatively considered, attains, through 
exaltation above the limits of marriage, custom, etc., to cer- 
taintyof his infinitude, —positivelyconsidered, to the enjoy'ment 
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wisdom that consists in the knowledge that all that man 
honours is his own work, all that has worth is mere inclina- 
tion... As there the Age of Terror marks the turning-point to 
the rule of legal union, so the orgies of subjectivism, which 
philosophy celebrates in irony, ripen the need for a philo- 
sophy that is related to that extravagance almost as the 
stern discipline of the Empire to the Age of Terror. In both 
spheres there have been intermediate phenomena, and these 
transition stages between the Science of Knowledge and the 
System of Identity, which therefore, to employ the parallel 
once drawn, would correspond to the new political phenomena 
which fell between the rule of Robespierre and Bonaparte, 
are next to be considered. 


C.—OFFSHOOTS OF THE SCIENCE OF KNOWLEDGE. 


R. Haym: Die romantische Schule, ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des deutschen 
Geistes. Berlin, 1870. 


$ 315. 

ı. It needs neither reflection on the spirit which world- 
historical events evince, nor a comparison with what appears 
to those who have been born later as the real problem to be 
solved, but only a recalling to mind of what, according to 
Fichtes own explanation, the Science of Knowledge was 
intended to be, in order to see that it stopped midway towards 
its goal. Repeatediy he reminds the reader that the true 
system is not mere realism, as was Spinozisnı, nor mere 
idealism, as were the doctrines of Berkeley and Leibnitz, but 
ideal-realism or real-idealism. That both names may be 
employed for the organic union of the sides of that opposition, 
plainly points to the fact that neither of the two sides can 
have the priority, neither of the two elements can have pre- 
ponderance ; that the system, therefore, must contain in itself 
both Spinozism and Leibnitzianism, alike surmounted. But 
that this is not accomplished, that the idealistic element is 
much the more conspicuous, we infer not only from the fact that 
Fichte expressly designates his system as practical idealism; 
it appears very plainly from his hatred towards the conception 
to which Spinoza had sacrificed the Ought, namely Being, 
and from his hatred toward nature which coincides with that. 
Still another thing supports this view : the defect (criticised 
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in him, who had bewailed the fact that there are natural ım- 
pulses, there entered into the place of the earlier abstract cosmo- 
politanism a very clearly-märked feeling of nationality, must 
have reacted upon his entire previous view ofthe universe To 
require of Fichte that he should give up the principles of this 
view, or that he should even only very essentially modify them, 
means to ignore the essential mark of distinction between him 
and Reinhold. It could hardly happen otherwise than it did. 
He seeks to remedy the defect of extreme idealism by sup- 
plementing it with doctrines of extreme realism, an attempt 
that might appear to him whom Spinoza had held in bonds 
before Kant, much less strange, perhaps, than to many others. 
Although, to employ Herbart’s very apposite expression, he 
carries this added ingredient over to the idealistic element of 
his philosophy, it still remains an added ingredient, which, 
because of this external relation, allows that to which it is 
added of course to remain, but acquires in connection with 
it somewhat of the character of a mosaic. 

2. Because of this superficial union, it has become a dis- 
puted question, and may almost be called a standing puzzle, 
whether we can speak of a modified Fichtean doctrine. Those 
who deny that we can, may properly appeal to the fact that 
if the reader of the Science of Anowledge of the year 1801 
is required to raise himself to a point or view from which he 
perceives the absolute knowledge which is not present in the 
ordinary consciousness, but makes all consciousness possible, 
which can be thought only in the form of being-for-self (as 
pure /or), and contains, as totality of knowledge, individual 
knowledge, and as the point of concentration of all individuals, 
the sum of all Egos, and the universe, which, properly speak- 
ing, acts in me, etc.,—he then develops Fichte’s doctrine more 
clearly than ever before, and, particularly, prevents the con- 
founding of the absolute and the individual, by avoiding 
the word Zgo. Just so they can cite from the Science of 
Knowledge of 1804 the passages in which pure knowledge 
is defined as the bond of union between thought (subject) and 
being (object), but later, instead of pure knowledge, the term 
dight is employed, which becomes zxfuilıon or reason, which 
we know by inner life as subject-object, when our reason 
contemplates reason ; and they can maintain that by these 
and similar statements the original meaning of the Sciena 
of Knowledge is not atall altered, and is withal more easily 
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after either of the two is considered, the other pushes in 
before it as its truth, and the two become, to adopt here 
an expression of Löwe’s concerning the ideal, something pro- 
tean. In consequence of this pushing in of a new object 
there now makes its appearance behind the actual, the 
super-actual; knowledge, which had itself thus far been the 
absolute, becomes an image or phenomenon of.the absolute, 
in short, being and the ideal duplicate themselves in this 
course of the world in a manner that recalls the expression 
about .the “ super-existent” unities of Jamblichus ($ 129, 2). 
Nowhere more than here does Fichte require that we yield 
to his peculiarity, which he had formerly contrasted as 
follows with Reinhold’s: One can express the thoughts of 
the latter only in his. own words, whereas as regards himself 
(Fichte) one must forget the words and look for a view of 
the whole, which is entirely independent of the words. As 
his hearers in Berlin were accustomed to wait for the “ break- 
ing through,” so also should his reader wait ; and for that rea- 
son Fichte permits himself a freedom as regards terminology 
which very much. increases the difficulty of understanding him. 
But even those who have most shown forbearance in this 
regard have. nevertheless been obliged to confess that both 
being and the ideal have been “shoved out” of their 
original place; a displacement which, besides other things, 
has as a consequence a modification of his theory of immor- 
tality. So long as the ideal is the highest, so long is it here 
as in the case of Kant: ceaseless labour is a guarantee of the 
working-time.e But so soon as the absolute being appears 
in the fore-ground, he inclines to the Spinozistic view that 
immortality consists in the possession of the truth, or rather 
is compensated for by that. In no work is this recognition 
of, and respect towards, being, which contrasts so strangely 
with the earlier .contempt for it, so conspicuous as in the Way 
to the Blessed Life, and in the Characteristus.of the Present 
Age. If here, in opposition to moralism, the standpoint of 
religion is .celebrated as that where pleasure and enjoyment 
supplement serious duty, and which, in so far, displays the 
'greatest analogy with art-enjoyment; if a standpoint is rated 
high which stands related to that of pure morality as being to 
the ideal, and by occupying which, man, having been penetrated 
by morality, does not s£rive for happiness but zs happy,— 
where religion is not action .but being, ‚etc.,—the -2# : verdts 
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ness, hence resignation to objective powers, counterbalanced 
the subjectivism of the standpoint. The first-mentioned was 
taken from him by an early death ; for Friedrich von Harden- 
berg—much better known by his om de plume Novalis—born 
on the 2nd of May, 1772, died in his thirtieth year, in Schlegel’s 
arms. From the second he was separated by changing his 
country and his confession ; and, in his further development 
he was thrown completely upon himself, although it cannot 
be denied that in the fragments which were left behind by 
Novalis are many points that play an important part in the 
later doctrine of Schlegel. In this later doctrine it is, first of 
all, characteristic that instead of assertions of genius we find 
an attempt atastrict method. From a logic which does not, of 
course, rest upon the principle of non-contradiction, since life 
and, in general, everything, rests upon contradictions ; which, 
further, lays down rules not merely for feeling one’s way 
among things already given, but also for genetic thought, the 
forms of which are at the same time forms of being, and 
which, therefore, coincides with metaphysics, Schlegel, already 
in the year 1804, expected the salvation of philosophy. As 
regards this, he insists that the method should move in triads, 
and promises constructions in which every member in turn 
contains several trinities. By means of this logical basis and 
method he seeks to solve the main problem of all philosophy, 
the relation of the infinite and the finite, by conceiving neither 
of the two as being,but both as becoming ; hence he assumes 
a becoming divinity, an infinite world-Ego : as parts of this 
primal Ego we exist. Resignation to this is the destination 
of man, who falls short of it by clinging to individual person- 
ality. Hence the anti-revolutionary tendency of Schlegel in 
politics as in the Church. Hespent more than twenty years in 
giving form to his changed doctrine, then he published in quick 
succession the lectures delivered in Vienna, in which he 
defined as the most immediate subject and first problem of 
philosophy the restoration of the lost divine image. The 
progress of the individual towards divinity is treated by 
the lectures on the PAdlosophy of Life; that of the. race by 
the lectures on the PArlosophy of History. The first were 
delivered in 1827, and appeared in 1829; the second were 
delivered in 1828, and appeared in ı829. With these are 
connected the lectures on the PAulosophy of Language and of 
Words, while giving which he died ın Dresden. These ap- 
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others are saıd to: issue as branches ; so that:to reason are 
assigned memory and conscience, to phantasy, sense and the 
impulses, which, all four, co-operate in the highest. manifesta- 
tion of the soul, love ; but they also co-operate in knowledge; 
particularly in so far as language comes into play. In con- 
sidering knowledge, now, we must not neglect the difference 
between reason and understanding ; of which, the latter, but 
never: the former, may be attributed to God. Reason is 
a perception and union of distinctions, the understanding a 
penetration and, in the highest dgree, a looking-through. 
Hence öur knowledge of God is an understanding, or an 
experience-knowledge, that is referred to’ the revelation of 
God, which is announced to us in conscience, nature, the 
Book, and the history of the world. Still more than the 
understanding, is the will the organ through which we receive 
the revelation. It is, now, a dangerous error of all philosophy 
that overvalues the reason, z.e., rationalısm, that it regards the 
present condition of consciousness as the normal one, where- 
as the inner discordance among the powers of the soul, further 
the relation of the soul to nature and to God, which are 
discussed in the fourth and fifth lectures, show visibly that 
this world is a bridge spanning the abyss of eternal death, a 
house .of corruption, destined to become, through a higher 
power, a ladder to the resurrection. The ground of this 
discordance is that the understanding found pleasure in dead 
conceptions, the reason in dialectical play, the phantasy ın 
subjective creations, the will in absolute (formal) volition. 
Only faith, love, and hope can prevent that. Here we 
have a way paved for the transition to the three following 
lectures (6-8), which Schlegel himself characterizes as a kind 
of Natural Theology, because in them are treated the divine 
order in nature, the relation of nature to that life and to the 
invisible world, the divine order in the realm of truth, and the 
battle of the age with error, finally the divine order in human 
history and in the State. The three following lectures (9-11), 
which contain what Schlegel himself calls his Logic or Onto- 
logy, but which may equally well be called Applied Theology, 
discuss the peculiar function of philosophy, as well as the 
apparent discordance and the real unity of right faith and 
the highest knowledge; further, the two-fold spirit of truth 
and of error in science; finally, the relation of truth and 
science to life; and they here show how the conflict of know- 
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Occident, and the restoration of the Ecclesiastical Empire ; 
pictures the first formation and further founding of the Christ- 
ian State connected therewith; characterizes, finally, the 
Grhibelline time-spirit and party disputes, as also the condition 
of art and science, which accompanies the anarchic condition 
of the Occident, with the delineation of which the five lectures 
(10-14) covering the Middle Ages close. The three next fol- 
lowing lectures (15-17) treat of the religious wars, of the epoch 
of the Enlightenment and the age of the Revolution; the 
eighteenth and last, of the ruling time-spirit and the universal 
restoration. Here, now, he speaks more definitely and ex- 
tendediy of the problem and method of a philosophy of history, 
which not merely must consider world-events as natural occur- 
rences, but, at the same time, has to take into account the might 
of the free will, the power of evil and the guiding providence of 
God ; and should, just for that reason, deduce the understand- 
ing of history, the knowledge of the leading ideas or the sig- 
nature of every age, out of history itself, not out of a pre- 
formed system. Schlegel has himself followed this rule; 
hence his careful scrutiny of the grounds for such theories as 
are opposed to his own. His estimate of the Reformation 
is, thus, such a one as is rarely given by a convert to the 
Romish Church. True, the Reformation was not to him that 
which the Church, as regards that opposition (which appeared 
at the end of the Middle Ages) between the romantic-scholas- 
tic and the antiquarian-pagan enthusiasm, needed; and the 
polemical zeal which called it into life isto him a proof that it 
is a work ofhuman origin. But this does not prevent him from 
recognising the greatness of Luther, nor even from admitting 
that when the Reformation was suppressed, the consequence 
was a worse one than when it was allowed to pursue its own 
course. As the chief consequences of the Reformation are 
mentioned, the religious peace which Germany enjoyed, the 
dynamical theory of the balance of power in political life, re- 
presented particularly by England, and finally, the Enlighten- 
ment and its attendant, the Revolution, which had for its chief 
instrument secret societies. Salvation must be looked for 
from science, which must abandon the delusion of the 
Absolute, whether this be placed in Ego-hood, in Nature, or 
the Idea of Reason, and come to the recognition of the lıving 
God ;; and should be a true philosophy of revelation. 

5. It is interesting, now, to see how Schlegel, in what he 
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recollection gains an entirely differeät meaning, just as that 
death is called a return acquires a meaning. We might 
employ here the. expression ‘“ Transcendental Memory.” 
Only a correct theory of time and its dimensions yields the 
distinction also of the three stages of memory,—eternal love, 
hopeful longing after the infinite, and living, active faith. 
But in order to conceive it perfectly we must go down more 
deeply than has hitherto been done, to the primary elements of 
consciousness. The following three lectures give, accordingly, 
a supplement to what had been said inthe PAdlosophy of Life, 
Between each two of the four primary powers that have been 
mentioned, there were assumed four derived or intermediate 
powers,—conscience, memory, impulse, and sense, . To these is 
now added, asa ninth, feeling, which contains them all, as germ, 
and, as a goal again uniting them all, the Idea of God. Here 
now is the point at which a choice is offered between the 
systems of the absolute, the various forms of pantheism, and 
the doctrine of a living God, the philosophy of religion and 
philosophy of revelation. “ Feeling is everything”; . with 
thıs word of Faust Schlegel introduces the seventh  lecture, 
in which he declares war against all strict school-terminology, 
and states the real problem of his philosophical exposi- 
tions to be to call forth that primal feeling which reveals 
itself in the harmonic triad of faith, love, and hope, and 
makes accessible to men the fourfold revelation through the 
written Word, nature, ethical feeling, and devotion, which 
correspond to the four subordinate powers: memory, sense, 
conscience, impulse. In the lectures following thereupon the 
principal forms of scientific error are gone over, among them, 
and most at length, Spinozism.. This is looked upon as the 
purest type of error, which consists in.a one-sided deification of 
reason. As pantheism is related to reason, so is materialistic 
atomism to the phantasy, idealistic Ego-theory to the will, and 
scepticism to theunderstanding. But to these stands opposed 
true knowledge, which consists in the living thought of the 
actual and hence is an experience-knowledge, the true nature 
of which can be perceived only by an exact investigation of 
its elements, perception and understanding, judgment and 
conception, apprehension and recognition. Just .at the begin- 
ning of this analysis, in the middle of the paragraph that 
should have treated of perfect understanding, Schlegel was 
stricken with apoplexy. 
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mortality. The like obtains if religion be thought of as giving 
prescripts. Every religious action is, as such, superstitious ; 
everything should be done with religion as an accompaniment 
not as acause. He in whom pious tendencies of a new order 
have Arst arisen is the religious hero; by the communication of 
the same he becomes a founder of a religion ; hence there are 
no other religions than historical, positive religions, Among 
these, the Christian religion has the peculiarity that in it there 
is reconciliation with the Infinite, hence the essence of re- 
ligion itself, matter and content ; it is, therefore, religion in a 
higher potency. The changing of pious emotions into dogmas, 
of these into symbols and compulsory statutes, which they have 
become particularly through the State, through the deplorable 
fact that the “ purple has kissed the steps of the altar,” gives 
rise to the Church, an institution of force, against which the 
truly educated, z.e., the free, man fights, in order to further 
religion. He sees a future in which religious communities 
will be represented in pious domestic life. As the Discowrses 
delineate the religion of the educated and free man, so the 
Monologues picture the man who, really free, oppöses custom, 
steps in advance of the age in which there is for him a law that‘ 
requires uniformity of action among all and a restless striving 
and working, and now revels in the proving of his own peculi- 
arity and the recognition of that of others. The truly free man 
sees in all limits only his own deed, hence can anticipate by 
means of the phantasy even relations into which he has not 
yet entered, for they can bring to light nothing but new sides 
of his own nature. Also in the Zei£ers, finally, is it particu- 
larly the thought of the justification of one’s peculiarity which 
runs as a guiding thread through this glorification of true love, 
which, a love out of one mould, does not forbid the sensuous 
side All that is peculiar demands reverence, hence there 
is really only one rule for what is proper: Let no one 
interfere with any emotional state. The relationship of these 
thoughts to those expressed by Fr. Schlegel is, notwith- 
standing all diversity, not to be mistaken. It explains also 
the many points of contact with Jacobi, ın whom also, in fact, 
appeared that superior subjectivity, which the subject, feeling 
himself free in every relation, exhibits in Schleiermacher's 
delineation. The separation from this near friend was fol- 
lowed by Schleiermacher’s change of residence to Stolpe, 
where by the Outlines of a Critique of Previous Ethws, 
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tion of the absolute, the search for it, in place of the (transcen- 
dental) philosophy, philosophizing, in place of the fundamental 
science, the art of foundation. It is most fittingly termed 
Dialectic, and develops as mere Zkeory of science (not science) 
the principles of philosophizing, which, because knowledge is.a 
thought that is common to all, are at the same time the prin- 
ciples of dialogical speech. (Schlegel’s “symphilosophizing.”) 
The chief sources for an account of this are the Dralectic, edited 
by Jonas (1839), and the Introduction to the Syszem of the 
Theory of Morals, which is to be had in the two editions of 
Schweizer (1835) and Twesten (1841). Since the dialectician 
does not set forth the absolute as object but is led by the idea 
of it, is it.itself in a certain measure, it furnishes the criteria not 
so much of truth as’of being scientific, that by which knowledge 
is distinguished from opinion. The previous separation of logic 
and metaphysics, the untenability of which from theside of meta- 
physics Kant has shown, but which is just as demonstrable for 
logic, is in dialectic. done away with, but dialectic in the form of 
logic, because it must be a theory of an art, not (as with Hegel) 
ın the form of metaphysics, for then it would have to be a 
seience. Knowledge, the possibilityof which self-consciousness, 
as the unity of the. thinker and that which is thought, proves, 
is.-the agreement of thought and being. Their relation, which, 
if thought as well as being were undivided, would present no 
difficulty, is now less clear, since an individual consciousness 
proves the possibility of the correspondence of a divided 
thought with a divided being, though, on the other hand, every 
error shows that to a thought there may not correspond a 
being. The annulling of the division of theught, agreement in 
understanding with other thinking beings, gives us the assurance 
that our knowledge is not merely opinion (even though a cor- 
‚rect one) as the agreement with being gives us the assurance 
that it is not an (even though universal) error. Dialectic will 
therefore lay down the principles, by following which thought 
ceases t& be merely individual and merely subjective. Con- 
sidering :thought more closely, we find in it the organic 
function through which we have sensations as necessarily as 
the activity of reason, which gives them unity. Chaos. (d 
sensations), or matter, is therefore just as little a really realizable 
thought as a highest reason without organic activity. If we 
call that which corresponds to the organic function the real 
that which corresponds. to_the activity of reason the ideal 
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different preponderance of one or the other of these; so that 
‚every opposition is (quantitatively considered) fluctuating. 
From that is then concluded that the sphere of knowledge 
subdivides into the two spheres of the unity of the real and 
ideal, with an ever preponderating reality and ideality. The 
former is nature, the latter reason. Ihe meeting-point of 
ihese two is man, whether he be considered as the flowering- 
point of the earthly, or asthe conversion of reason into nature, 
lf now, we reflect that knowledge may be either speculative 
or historical, science, like everything systematically ordered, 
presents a fourfold nature : natural science, ethics, theory of 
nature, and history. All four belong together and are always 
involved in like progress. As dialectic is to the speculative 
sciences, so is mathematics to the empirical ; so that there is 
in the empirical sciences only so much of science, —science is 
only in so far complete in them, —as they contain mathematics. 

8. Of these four sciences into which philosophy is said to 
be divided, Schleiermacher has treated only Z/Aws, which is 
contained in the Schweizer edition of the transcribed parts ın 
the Complete Works. (The Twesten edition makes many 
deviations, and has an admirable Introduction by the editor.) 
Ethics, as a speculative science, agrees with natural science 
as regards form in the circumstance that both treat of the laws 
which, on the one hand human conduct, on the other nature, 
observe. Actually observe; hence it is false to oppose to 
one another the laws of nature and of morals, as if the former 
had to do with mere being, the latter with the mere ideal. 
(An academical dissertation of 1825 treats of this Opposition.) 
From this agreement, the fact that Schleiermacher institutes a 
parallel between the mechanical, dynamical and organic views 
of nature and his treatment of ethics as the theory of duties, 
virtues, and goods, are explicable. By its content, again, ethics 
corresponds with history, inasmuch as it lays down as fixed 
norms what the latter exhibits in action. so that ethics is 
never better than history. But this does not justify mixtures 
of thetwo, like the so-called philosophies of history and applied 
theories of morals. At most history can be critically con- 
sıdered from the standpoint of ethics, and experience give 
to the ethical philosopher technical hints. But criticism and 
technism are not science, but art; hence politics and peda- 
gogics are arts. Ethics, since it considers the action of reason 
upon nature, presupposes and hence treats as falling without 
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reason is also a symbol, every act of symbolizing is also the 
employment of something as a symbol, is joined with a second, 
so that by a crossing of the two arises the fourfold division 
required in the technical part of the Dialectic. The activity 
of reason is, that is to say, one that is identical, common to 
all, or it is peculiar; of course, again, in such a manner that 
in the former, identity, in the latter, peculiarity (only), prevails. 
If, now, one combines these two distinctions, the organizing 
activity gives, under the head of community, a sphere of 
common usage, or /niercourse. Under the head of’peculiarity, 
the organizing activity gives Property. Between the extreme 
of community, the earth as the dwelling-place of all, and the 
maximum of. untransferableness, one’s life as the exclusive 
possession of one's own body, there present themselves the 
two relations of Rıgkıt and Free Sociability. The former con- 
ditions acquisition by community and vxce versa, while wrong 
seeks gain without community; the latter recognises the 
peculiarity of others in order to disclose it, and discloses its 
own in order to become recognised. In the third place, the 
symbolizing activity yields, under the head of community, the 
sphere of Anowiedge, the communication of which has for its 
condition Za:lh, confidence in the teacher. In the fourth 
place, the same activity, under the head of peculiarity, presents 
the proper and independent symbol-sphere of excitation and 
Feeling, in which communication is effected not by teaching 
but by revelation of what is fell. The Second Part of the 
Theory of the Hıghest Good, which Schleiermacher calls the 
Elementary Part ($$ 198-256), treats of ethical culture. First 
the formative (organizing) activity, then significative (sym- 
bolizing) activity, is treated ; each, universally, first, and then 
under its opposed characteristics (of identity and individuality). 
In mutually-corresponding formulas that often suggest the tri- 
gonometrical formulas for sine and cosine it is shown that the 
formative activity, according as one’s own sense and talent, 
or inorganic nature, or organic nature, is made the instrument 
of reason, becomes Gymnastics, Mechanics or Agriculture, 
with which there is connected a fourth science, the Collection 
of Apparatus as instruments of knowledge, the formative 
activity here bordering upon the significative. As regards, 
now, this latter, there falls within the circle of moralized 
significative action the correctness of knowledge, both the 
transcendental and mathematical, which accompany all other 
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The culminating point of discovery is the ripeness of youth, 
that of communication the youth of age. The means of 
transfer is, in case of spatial separation, language; in case of 
temporal separation, tradition ; confidence is related to: these 
as credit is to money. As regards, finally, feeling, or im- 
mediate self-consciousness, since it contains, besides the know- 
ledge of self as distinct, also the knowledge of self as bound to 
others, it is the feeling of dependence, or religion. A moral 
condition exists only when there is feeling not without repre- 
sentation, representation not without feeling. The means 
of representation is expression, which is a sign for the 
perceiving subject. Since this expression contains at the 
same time relation to the universe and is synthetic, phan- 
tasy co-operates, and Ar/ is the language of religion, and 
the peculiar means of revelation in which enthusiasm has 
to unite itself with discretion, the spontaneity of genius with 
correcetnes. The fundamental inquiries of the First and 
Second Parts place us in a position to lay down in the Third, 
the Constructive Part, of the. Theory of the Highest Good 
($$ 247-251), the System of Goods. Since the positing of 
reason in a natural whole having the power to impart form and 
to use symbols, and not only constituting the middle point of 
its own sphere but also bound up with the community, gives 
the conception of a person, all goods are moral persons, z.e., 
moral communities, and only the totality of those organic 
masses, 2.e, the person of humanity, the earth-spirit, of 
which every individual good is an image, is the highest good. 
The family, the original image of the highest good, which, 
since the thought of a first man is not tenable, constitutes the 
presupposition of the individual man, contains as germ the 
four kinds of moral communities in which the modes of action 
above considered are by nationality, which depends upon 
the family, formed into natural wholes. These are, first, the 
Siate, in which right in a plurality of connections that are 
limited by nationality becomes a good, and which has its 
subsistence in the distinction of ruler and subjects, which 
through the conception of civil freedam becomes relative, and 
in the constitution has its kindand manner. (Schleiermacher's 
views on this subject are given 2» exienso in his T%eory of the 
Siate, which was printed in the year 1845, from an outline 
prepared, probably, in 1829, and from copied notes of lectures 
of the years ı817 and 1829, besides aphorisms of the years 
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we designate the individual’s sharing in the highest good as 
happiness, virtue would have to be called worthiness to be 
happy. According as, in considering the personal unification 
of reason and nature (sense), regard is had more to what is 
contained in the former or the latter, the ideal content or the 
time-form, virtue is Disposition or Skıll, which are, of course, 
never separated from one another but are distinguished by 
the fact that disposition awakes (erwacht) and skill grows 
(wächst). If this distinction be crossed with that of Anow- 
ledge and Representation, there result four virtues : disposition 
in knowledge and representation, z.e., Wisdom and Love, 
skill in both, Diseretion and Perseverance. Every individual 
virtue is again viewed with reference to the crossing dis- 
° tinctions, and accordingly in wisdom there occur as dividing 
distinctions Contemplation and Intuition, Imagination and 
Speculation ; in love, Likeness and Unlikeness,: Freedem and 
Constraint;; in discretion and perseverance, the Combinatory 
and the Disjunctive, the Universal and the Individual. Here- 
by result in all sixteen modifications, the names of which are 
in part arbitrarily chosen. As regards the Theory of Duties, 
the Critigue of Previous Ethics, but particularly the aca- 
demical dissertation on the conception of duty, contain much 
that supplements and rectifies the account in the lectures. 
Since duty was defined as the moral in reference to the law. 
it is concluded that in every act conformable with duty all 
virtues must be united, and hence the conception of duty is 
exactly as justifiable as the two other formal conceptions. ‘The 
formula, “ Act in every moment with thy whole moral power 
(with all virtues), and having in view the entire moral problem 
(all goods),” makes apparent the connection of this Part with 
the othertwo. The two following: “ Act always for that end 
towards which thou feelest thyself vitally moved,” and 4 Act 
for that end towards which thou art required from without,” 
become, since they form an opposition, although a collision of 
rules of duty cannot be assumed, united in a third, “ Do al- 
ways that which can be most furthered by you” ; according to 
which conformity to duty rests upon the subjective connection 
of the greatest advantage for the whole moral sphere. But 
since in this is contained, at the same time, that the moral 
problem can be perfectly solved only in society, there results 
from the twofold opposition of relation to society and to self, 
and to the universal and individual, a fourfold sphere of duty‘ 


S54 THIRD PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPIHY. [$ 315, ıa 


nn 


feeling, z.e., not an objective, but an immediate consciousness, 
or state of the same. Inthe Zihxs the further qualification is 
added that it is the feeling of dependence; finally, in the 
Theory of Faith, that this feeling of dependence is absolute, 
z.e., that it excludes all feeling of freedom or the feeling of self- 
determination. That upon which we feel ourselves so abso- 
lutely dependent is God, who is exalted above all distinctions, 
whereas m relation to the world, the totality of all distinctions, 
we feel ourselves in reciprocity, z.e., free and independent. 
The consciousness of God is never presented in its purity; it 
always exists in combination, only, with the consciousness of 
the world. (Many differences between the Theory of Faith 
and the Discourses disappear, or at least diminish, when one 
reflects that the former speaks merely of pure [ideal] piety, 
the latter, on the other hand, have in view the piety that is ex- 
hibited in reality.) That fusion of the pure feeling of depen- 
dence with the sensible consciousness (consciousness of the 
world), as a result of which the former appears in the form of 
pleasure and of pain, has as its consequence the fact that in the 
reflections upon that feeling of dependence the anthropomor- 
‚phic element is not wanting. To such reflections we are forced 
because, as the ZZAıcs has shown, feeling must lead to society, 
and this is conditioned by linguistic expression. Many such 
religious societies have appeared in the course of history; and 
they stand related to each other, partly as stages (Fetichism, 
Polytheism, and Monotheism), partly as classes (thus in Mono- 
theism are included Judaism, Christianity, Islam). Since our 
consciousness of the world is divided into Physics and Ethics, 
the monotheistic religions standing at any given stage present 
an Opposition, in that Islam has, by reason of the preponder- 
\ance of the element of nature, an zsthetical character, whereas 
Christianity (and in a less degree also Judaism) has an ethical 
character. As revards, now, the latter, Schleiermacher places 
its essence in the fact that in the Christian religion everything 
has reference to the redemption brought about by Jesus of 
Nazareth, a peculiarity, which, at the best, can be construed in 
so far @ friori as the philosophy of religion shows the possi- 
bility of a mode of belief in which an exculpating fact does 
away with impiety. According as the consciousness of con- 
nection with the Church is conditioned by that of unity with 
Christ or vice versa, the Christian consciousness is Evangelical 
or Catholic. As in all religions, so in the Christian religion, 
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far as to draw them entirely over to itself. If, for example, 
Schleiermacher who borrows so much (not merely in termin- 
ology) from Schelling, charges against him his pantheism, he 
does so not as one who has put pantheism behind him, but 
the unattainability of the absolute, to which he holds, causes 
him to appear as one who has not yet arrived at panthe- 
ism (exactly the same holds true of Fichte’s altered, and of 
Schlegel’s later, doctrine.. The same point in which the 
Science of Knowledge transcends Kant’s Criticism is also that 
in which it places itself in contradiction with what it would 
be and accomplish. The advance as regards Kant has been 
often formulated thus : Fichte put self-consciousness in the 
place of the Kantian consciousness ; a form of statement that 
one may adopt if one understand by the latter the Ego (so- 
called in Fichte’s terminology ; in Kant’s, reason) as passive 
with reference to the non-Ego, and by the former the Ego as 
entirely determining the non-Ego. Precisely on account of this 
conception does it become impossible to Fichte to fulfil the re- 
quirements which he himself lays down in the Science of Know- 
dedge. One of these is that which was cited above ($ 315, ı). 
Where the real standing over against the Ego has the meaning 
of a limit to be broken through, there the ideal (Ego), only, 
can be the starting-point, and in any sort of union the starting- 
point must have a decided preponderance; hence ideal-realism 
at most, but not real-ıdealism, is here possible; and yet, accord- 
ing to Fichte, true philosophy should be both. But Fichte has 
laid down still another requirement in the Sczence of Knowledge 
which, if the former relates to its content, is of a more formal 
kind. Since the beginning and the end coincided, the Science of 
Knowledge was to have been a closed circle The beginning 
was with Ego=Ego as principle, the end is at Ego=Ego as 
Idea. But since this latter ıs never reached, Fichte confesses 
that a difference must be made between the two, hence that it 
has happened with him, as with many a boy who, while attempt- 
ing to draw a circle, has moved the points of the compasses 
nearer to one another and so, instead of a circle, has described a 
spiral. This defect also is a necessary consequence of the way 
in which Fichte has conceived his principle. Since there is 
placed over against the Ego its contradictory opposite, a real 
union is out of the question. Since, again, this opposite of 
the Ego is necessary that the Ego may be practical, it can 
never be annihilated, since otherwise tedium would result, 
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merely a tliing posited, a mere object, or thing offering re- 
sistance. Then, too, since correlates cannot be changed 
one without the other, the ideal also cannot retain the 
meaning of being exclusively that which posits. However 
justilable Fichte may be in protesting against the charge 
that his Ego is only subject, he can make no objection to 
the charge that,. according to him, only it is subject, that 
to the non-Ego all subjectivity (capacity as originator) is 
lacking. But the non-Ego ceases to be, of course, if what 
was hitherto mere object is conceived as a thing to which 
the capacity for positing (subjectivity) belongs.. Only for 
what. is exclusively a subject ıs the name Ego suitable ; only 
for-that which excludes all subjectivity is that of non-Ego 
suitable. Instead of the latter term, since by it is suggested 
generative (originative, z.e. subjective) activity, may properly 
be employed the name »zalure, and again, where the neg- 
ative relation towards objectivity ceases, scarcely any other 
name is eligible for that which has hitherto been called Ego 
than that of reason or zntelligence, since by both, when, for 
example, one speaks of reason or intelligence in all tendencies 
of nature, also what is objective is designated.. Whatever 
names may be chosen for the two sides, the essential thing will 
be this, that upon both sides, what is subjective as well as 
what is objective, hence what was above called subject-object, 
must be found. On account of this relation, viz., that the 
same moments are to be found on both sides, the most 
suitable name is that of the System of J/dentity. This is so 
plainly suggested by the Science of Knowledge that, when it 
was stated, a reactionary effect upon those who held to that 
could not fail to take place. It is possible that Schelling 
has overrated the effect it had upon the originator of the 
former, and that some of what he and others after him 
called the influence of the System of Identity is to be ex- 
plained by Fichte's earlier relation to Spinoza. But whoever 
supposes that it does honour to Fichte to have learned 
nothing from Schelling forgets that to learn nothing is never 
honourable, and that here a borrowing is all the more readily 
to be acknowledged since not only does Schelling confess 
having been in the beginning of his career merely a co-worker 
with Fichte, but it may be shown that his contests with the 
Science of Knowledge have contributed essentially to his 
later progress beyond the System of Identity. These two 
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with this fundamental science his Theory of Right and of 
Morals, in which, more completely and deeply established, 
that was to be given which Kant had attempted in his Meia- 
physis of Morals, Schelling decides to issue as a counterpart 
to that a Philosophy of Nature which, providing a deeper 
basis for Kant’s Metaphysics of Nature, given partly in his 
Metaphysical Foundations and partly in his Critigue of (Teleo- 
logical) Judgment, should supplant it; hence a Physics based 
on the principles of the Sezence of AÄnowledge corresponding to 
the Ethics issued by Fichte. Obviously neither of the two 
men reflected that this was a self-contradiction, since as was 
shown above ($ 313, 2),the Sezence of Knowledge denied nature, 
and obliged natural science to go begging. Hence also is it 
Kant more than Fichte that Schelling allies himself with in 
the /deas as well as in the World-Soul. In the former, it is 
particularly the thöüght maintained by Kant in his Dynamic 
($ 299, 5), that the quantitative distinctions of matter are not 
to be deduced from the difference in the number of parts but 
from the different relation of the forces of repulsion and 
attraction, which Schelling greets as the dawn of the true 
natural science. What he finds fault with here is that in 
Kant there is the appearance of putting one hypothesis in 
the place of another, whereas a transcendental investigation of 
perception, as instituted by the Science of Anowledge, shows 
that perception »zus? conceive all its objects as the unity of 
two opposing forces, as well as spatial and temporal, so that 
matter, therefore, has not those two forces for its properties, 
but is nothing else than these forces, the exact relation of 
which to space and time is especially emphasized. In addition 
to the task of establishing Kant's dynamical view of matter, 
Schelling placed before himself in his /deas still another: 
to show regarding the opposed theories which at that time 
confronted one another in almost every chapter of physics, 
that his frequently enunciated principle that opposites are 
everywhere united to form a third somewhat, which is the 
truth, was correct. Upon this principle all those phenomena 
must, naturally, have been welcome to him which, particularly 
since his time, are designated polaric, because they are, pro- 
perly speaking, merely the embodiment of that very principle. 
Hence Schelling’s inclination to maintain that the law of 
polarity is the highest, and everywhere to recognise opposi- 
tion in unity, and in turn unity in opposition, an inclination 
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conditions the parts, and everything is as well cause as effect. 
The process of crystallization is only a suggestion of life, not 
life itself. The life-process is not an effect, but a cause, of 
composition and form. Haller's theory of irritability is an 
anticipation of the fact that a stimulus coming from without 
(just that arresting stimulus) is required; Blumenbach, in 
his theory of a formative impulse, rightly perceives that form 
.depends upon function. | 

2. Immediately after the work on the World-Soul had 
appeared, Schelling came to Jena as an academical instructor, 
and now allied himself personally with Fichte, particularly, 
however, with A. W. Schlegel, later also with his brother 
Friedrich. Fichte and Schelling lectured as colleagues only one 
semester; Fichte then went to Berlin. If they had remained 
together longer, the breach between them would have occurred 
even earlier than it did, for the lectures which Schelling 
delivered in the winter of the year 1798-99, from which the 
works, First Sketch of a System of the Philosophy of Nature 
(1799), and System of Transcendental Jdealısm (1800) grew, 
prove that the Science of Knowledge had already ceased to be 
for Schelling more than a co-ordinate part of the philosophy 
of nature, that, therefore, the System of Identity was in its main 
features complete. The Zexischrift für speculative Physik, 
which Schelling had edited since the year 1800, contains in 
the first volume the Universal Deduction of the Dynamıcal 
Process, in the second, the Zxposition of the System as a 
Whole, which was always designated by him as the only 
authentic exposition, and which unfortunately remains incom- 
plete. Besides the Essays in the Neue Zeuschrift für specu- 
lative Physik (one volume, 1804), and the ÄArztische Journal für 
Philosophie (six numbers, 1802), edited with Hegel, he pub- 
lished during his stay at Jena the Bruno, or, On the Natural 
and Divine Principle of Things (Berlin, 1802), and the Zectures 
on Academical Study (Stuttg. and Tübingen, 1803). Called 
in the year 1804 to Würzburg, he published his work—-occa- 
sioned by one of Eschenmayer’'s works — PAtlosophy and 
Religion (Tübingen, 1804), in which the fırst traces of having 
outgrown the System of Identity would appear to have 
shown themselves. The treatise, Oz the Relation of ths 
Real and the Ideal in Nature (Hamburg, 1806), which was 
written as an appendix to the second edition of the World- 
Soul, as well as the very angry public disavowal of Fichte: 
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World, which were followed by the Universal Philosophy, 
Historıco-Critical Introduction to Philosophy, Philosophy of 
Mythology, finally, the PAtlosophy of Revelation. The A1y- 
thological Lectures, the appearance of which was announced 
by the list of new publications for 1830, had reached the 
sixteenth sheet when the printing was inhibited by Schelling. 
(A copy that has been preserved, I myself possess.) In 
North Germany attention was first directed to Schelling’s 
activity in Munich after the death of Hegel, after Stahl and 
Sengler had given an account of his altered teaching, but 
particularly after Schelling himself had, in his Crziwal Pre- 
face to a translation of a work of Cousin, made by Hubert 
Beckers, expressed himself so acrimoniously concerning Hegel 
(Tübingen, 1834). Having been called to Berlin in 1841, 
he availed himself of the right of Members of the Academy 
to give lectures in the University and began, on the ısth 
of November, the lectures on the Philosophy of Revelation 
before a .very large audience, composed in part of students. 
The inaugural lecture he himself published. It is the last 
that he had printed. His vexation at the fact that when his 
old enemy Dr. Paulus caused to be struck off (Darmstadt, 
1843) notes of his own of the PAzlosophy of Revelation which 
had been copied for this purpose, his (Schelling’s) complaint 
regarding the impression was disregarded, disgusted him with 
the lectures. On the other hand, he read many dissertations 
in the Academy, which, as it has transpired, are all fragments 
of his /ntroduction to the Philosophy of Mythology. 

4. While occupied in arranging his earlier works and 
elaborating those parts of his system to which the lectures of 
his last years had been devoted, Schelling, almost an octo- 
genarian and yet wonderfully vigorous, was suddenly over- 
taken by death, on the 2oth of August, 1854, at the baths 
of Ragatz. Never perhaps has any philosopher been so 
variously judged in his life as Schelling. By one, almost 
deified, by others (Paulus, Kapp, Salat and others) regarded 
almost as an incarnation of evil, he suggests in this regard the 
man who appeared to him, while he was working out his 
System of Identity, to be the world-hero of more than human 
dignity, viz., Bonaparte. This sympathy is just as little an 
accident as that Fichte sided with the Jacobins.. The account 
of the System of Identity will show how this Spinozism of 
the nineteenth century entered into conflict with the ‚subjec- 
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Schelling had not already taught, the relationship of this work 
with the Science of Knowledge ıs still very close. The 
problem is, to deduce as necessary, our assumption that things 
are; which is possible only if the act, which common con- 
sciousness always forgets in thinking of its creations, be itself 
‚made an object of thought. This, now, is obviously not within 
the power of every one, but there is required for it, as for 
being a poet, an inborn talent—inner perception ; only by it 
are we enabled to win the principle of all knowledge that 
is not itself dependent upon any other. This principle is the 
Ego that is realized by the act of self-copsciousness, and 
consists purely in it; which zs not an object (for another), 
but decomes by its own activity, and »akes itself its own 
object. This is not to be conceived as an individual, which 
accompanies ideas as an “ I think” subjected to time, but as 
what is pure, which produces itself by intellectual intuition, 
and stands wholly out of time, because it first gives time reality. 
This act which, because there is for the Ego no other being 
than it itself, is an absolutely free act, must, byan arbitrary act 
without which there is no philosophizing, be made an object, 
which, since it also is impossible without intellectual intuition, 
makes this last necessary, as it were, in a higher potency. 
In the first part of the Transcendental Philosophy, the system 
of Theoretical Philosophy (pp. 388-531), Schelling begins with 
that first act, which constitutes absolute self-consciousness, 
and advances to the point at which experience is explained, 
2.e., at which is deduced why certain ideas are accompanied 
by the feeling that we are compelled to have them. As 
Fichte speaks of a pragmatical history, so Schelling also speaks 
here always of a history of self-consciousness, in which the 
series of self-limitations of the real and ideal activities to 
be distinguished in the absolute self-consciousness, give the 
particular acts of the same], If they were all deduced, every 
particular sensation would "be deduced. Only the cardinal 
ones are here to be considered. By them the course is 
divided into three periods (Schelling ineptly calls them 
“epochs ”), the first of which extends from original sensa- 
tion to productive perception. Sensation, regarded as the 
finding its negative in self, or finding self limited without its 
co-operation, has its ground in a precedent act which, how- 
ever, because sensation is the first consciousness, does not 
lie within consciousness. The progress from this stage to the 
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of this very extended investigation is that this takes place 
through an act of the will, a result corresponding completely, 
therefore, with Fichte’s declaration that there can be no 
theoretical ground given for it, that this impulse is not to be 
theoretically deduced. Just as with Fichte, the transition is 
here made to the: 

2. System of Practial Philosophy (pp. 532-611), in which 
there appears, particularly, the agreement with what Fichte 
had said in.his Introductions to the 7%eory of Right and the 
Theory of Morals ; but at the same time, also, the theories 
of Right, the State, and of History, are treated in the form 
of appendices. What Fichte had called the deduction of the 
“opposition” forms here the starting-point. That act of the 
will is to be explained. The diffhiculty contained in the fact 

uskaat this is to be thought as free and yet as necessary is 
u solved by saying, that that act is called forth by the action of 
‚© \* äntelligences outside of one's own Ego. By this co-opsration 
Ju 6f.many intelligenees there arises a common world, for which. 
\ "therefore, ti&re is no need of the unintelligible conception of 
a contriver. Through the existence and the influence of other 
intelligences (education), as also through one's own activity 
(one’s talent), reacting against these, arises the third limitation. 

or individuality, which coincides with the need of seeing self 

as an organic individual. In this common world, z.e., this 
world assumed by all, we have the theatre of our conscious 
action, 2.e., the sphere in which we know ourselves as causality. 
Possibility consists in the fact that our perception of this 
world itself is only our (unconscious) action; hence what we 

are accustomed to term action can be called merely a continued 

and modified perception. Since it is at bottom only one 

and the same action by which we posit a nature and which 
proves to us our causality, nothing that contradicts the laws 

of nature can ever be regarded as the product of free action, 

nor, again, can free action ever be regarded as not mediated 

by the body. Even impulse, which my volition shows itself, 
primarily, to be, must be regarded as a natural impulse. It, 

now, the contradiction that lies in the fact that freedom 
itself is thus ta be possible according to the laws of nature, 
becomes known to the subject involved in the contradiction, 

z.e., if there enter into his consciousness what the contemplating 
philosopher sees or what was for us, then arises the perceived 
contradiction between the moral law and natural impulse, in 
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cultivated and in close friendship with the circle of Schlegel, 
In the work of art brought forth by conscious-unconscious 
enthusiasm there appears as attained and as a fortunate gift, 
what praxis can only s£rive to attain. In this regard every 
work of art contains the adjustment of an infinite Opposition, 
namely, beauty, this incomprehensible miracle in which idea 
becomes matter, freedom nature. But in the work of art is 
also attained the point towards which, as towards its goal, 
Transcendental Philosophy strives. To the question which 
it had to answer, how intelligence comes to nature—is here 
provided the answer, By art; in the work of fine art. But 
since artistic activity occupies here the highest place, just as 
practical (moral) activity does in the Science of Knowledge, 
it is clear why Schelling does not, as does Fichte, put forward 
the requirement to raise self to intellectual perception, in the 
form of an appeal to conscience, but represents if 3s attainable 
only by the select few, and always compares it to poetic 
endowment. [/Esthetie perceptigon is transcendental pe 
tion become jet it is The true organ and instrument of 
Philosophy, which corlstantly deposes anew what philosophy 
is not able externally to show : the unconscious in action and 
production, and its original identity with the conscious. For 
art, the view which the philosopher, in the manner of an 
artist, makes for himself of nature, ıs the original and 
natural one; to the artist as to the philosopher, it is a reflection 
of the world which is in him. But it is certain that with the 
Philosophy of Art the Transcendental Philosophy becomes 
a closed circle, inasmuch as it returns to the point which it 
had first proposed to reach. Intellectual perception forms 
the beginning-point of the system; zsthetical perception its 
terminal point. What the former is for the philosopher, the 
latter is for his object. The former is never present in con- 
sciousness, the latter may be present in every consciousness. 
Hence philosophy as philosophy is never universally valid. 
The General Observation upon the Whole System (pp. 629- 
664) recapitulates the course passed over and sets forth, in 
a synoptical manner, the most important steps in the con- 
tinued involution of self-perception, again compares art and 
philosophy, and closes ‘with the thought that, as originally 
philosophy and poetry were one in mythology, so perhaps a 
new mythology which, of course, not one man but the race 
would have to create, might again unite the two. 
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appears to be a conflict of the universalizing and the in- 
dividualizing principles,—a conflict that presents the most 
varied attempts to bring about absolute equilibrium. In these 
attempts we meet a dynamical succession of steps, which in 
the Zerst Sketch ıs presented in a descending order, but in the 
Universal Deduction of the Dynamic Process (Works, iv. pp. 
1-70), and later, always in ascending order. The first arrange- 
ment, which, entirely in opposition to the spirit of the system, 
gives to it almost the appearance of a theory of emanation, is 
of course chosen especially because it is in the organic world, 
particularly in the process of the species, most clearly visible 
how nature, by a battle against permanence, promotes per- 
manence. Hence it came about that Schelling's belief in the 
possibility of rescuing the higher dignity of the organic was 
of such a character that he assumed that life was extinct in 
the dead. Later it appeared that the difference was not so 
great whether one said, in the earlier manner, the higher 
loses itself in the lower or it raises itself out of it. An 
essential difference between the assertions of the Fzrs Sketch 
and later presentations relates to the three physiological func- 
tions. Kielmeyer, who had been stimulated by Herder, had 
not only by his well-known address, but also by unprinted 
works that circulated in transcriptions in the Schellingian 
circle (I myself possess one in Steffens’s hand) operated just 
as powerfully upon Schelling as upon the later opponent of 
the Philosophy of Nature, Cuvier. With him sensibility was 
always. put before irritability and reproduction. This order 
Schelling retains, and since the organic merely repeats in a 
higher potency what the inorganic (for a long time Schelling 
wrote zuorgic [anorgische]) displays, he institutes a parallel 
between them and magnetism, electricity, and the chemical 
process, giving to magnetism the highest place. This, now, 
he withdrew later; and his intercourse with Steffens may 
well have contributed to this and other modifications. In 
the deduction of the Categories of Nature we have to do 
with three points: First, the construction of matter out of 
that original act of production. Here it is shown that the 
centrifugal activity gives the first dimension and the force of 
repulsion of Kant; the centripetal individualizing activity, on 
the other hand, Kant’s force of attraction and the second 
dimension ; the union of these being the third 'dimension, 
matter or gravity, so that gravity is not attraction (alone), and 
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the thought of giving to the system, by the union of the ra, 
a formal conclusion, that Schelling was obliged to attempt 
such a union. Everything seemed to urge it, he rightly savs. 
That he gave this to the world “earlier than he hi 

would have done,” in what is always designated by him as 
the only Authentic Exposition of his System (Wks., iv. pp. 
105-212)—to this he was forced by the entirely opposite and 
false judgments upon his system : first, of those who called u 
philosophy of nature, to whom he would here again show 
that the philosophy of nature is only a part of the system; 
second, of those who, with Reinhold, identified his system wıth 
the Science of Knowledge, and to whom he would show not 
only that transcendental philosophy is only a part of philo- 
sophy, but that Fichte, in making it the whole of philosophy, 
did not get beyond the standpoint of reflection and a mere 
subjective idealism, whereas his own system is productive in 
its procedure, and is objective idealism. He calls it, therefore, 
the System of Absolute Identity, and explains its similarity 
to the form of the Spinozistic philosophizing by the relation- 
ship of the content of the two theories. He begins this 
Exposition with the definition of reason as the total indif- 
ference of subject and object (subject-object), a conception 
which we get if we abstract in thought from the thinker. 
The reason is the true in itself; hence to know things in 
themselves is to know them as they are in reason. Its 
the absolute, outside which is nothing. Since it is absolute 
ıdentity, the law of identity ıs the law of all being. Since it 
is absolute being, all that is, ıs, in its essence or absolutely 
considered, absolute identity itself. Until the present time 
Spinoza alone has perceived that there can be no such thing 
as the absolute coming outside of itself, but that everything is 
the infinite, the absolute, the all itself. (The expression 
“God,” upon which Schelling laid so much stress later, does not 
occur as aname for the absolute in this Authentic Exposition.) 
But ıf there is nothing besides the absolute, it follows that 
even the real and true knowledge of this as presented by 
philosophy can be only the self-knowledge of the absolute, so 
that in order to know it one must immerse one's self in this 
self-knowing, must be the absolute itself. But if there is self- 
knowledge only where subject and object make themselves 
one, the absolute must also enter into this opposition, and we 
have therefore identity (the subject-object) as subjective and 
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cerning light and colours, in which Schelling allies himself 
with Goethe. New is it, further, that the chemical process, 
which is here treated after magnetism and electricity, since 
it is of higher order than they, is treated as identical with 
galvansm. The union of gravity, and light, in which the 
former exists as mere potency, is the orgazısm (A°), in which 
the form is preserved by the processes treated under _4?, but 
upon which, as was shown earlier, there supervenes a hinder- 
ing factor. As A? rests upon A! as its basis, so the two 
form the basis of A°”. The organism exhibits absolute 
identity as existent; it is the sole end. Hence even inor- 
ganic nature is organized, namely, for organization, as distinct 
from, and opposed to which we have, after it has ceased to be, 
a worthless residuum as an inorganic.mass. The earth does 
not produce animals and plants, but becomes them : what can- 
not be either of these we call inanimate. After some antithe- 
tıcal observations upon plants and animals, which may be put 
into the same class with those already mentioned (of north 
and south, water and iron, etc.), the treatise breaks off and 
promises in the future an exposition “in which I may lead 
the reader from one stage of organic nature to another up to 
the highest expressions of activity in the same; from these to 
the construction of the absolute indifference, or to the point 
where absolute identity is posited under completely equal 
potencies; where I invite him from this point to the construc- 
tion of the ideal series, and so, again, lead him, through th 
three potencies which, as regards the ideal factor, are positiv 
as now through the three, which, as regards the same facto 
are negative—to the construction of the absolute centre o 
gravity, in which as the two highest expressions of indifferenc 
ie truth and beauty.” 

6. Properly speaking, it is somewhat strange that in th 
concluding words just cited only truth and beauty ar 
mentioned, since, on the other hand, in the Zeciures on th 
Philosophy of Art (Wks., v. pp. 353-736), which Schellin 
delivered at about the same time at which he wrote hi 
Authentie Exposition, he gives a conspeclus of the entir 
system, which fully agrees with the synoptical table given i 
the year 1806 in his Aphorisms by way of Introduction to t 
Philosophy of Nature (Wks., vii. pp. 140-197). According t 
this, however, God manifests himself as the All: to be specific 
—on the one hand, in the three potencies of the relativel 
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which was, he thought, doubly remarkable, since his own 
view of works of art had entirely miscarried. Besides Kant, 
it ıs Winckelmann especially, “the unsurpassed and unsur- 
‚passable,” on whom he leans; after him, Schiller, whose 
‚zzsthetic dissertations are frequently cited ; finally, the two 
Schlegels; as well Friedrich, whose original study of the 
history of art had led to results that border upon what 
Schiller had discovered by an examination of its nature, as 
August Wilhelm, whose Berlin lectures of the year ı801ı 
had been known to Schiller before they were yet published. 
That the merits of both men are not made more conspicuous 
by him has, no doubt, personal grounds. Characteristic, in 
this connection, of this entire lecture, is the enthusiasm for 
antiquity., As compared with the Greeks, the Romans 
occupy an inferior position ; besides these two peoples only 
the Italians are, properly speaking, taken into consideration; 
in other nations only Calderon, Shakespeare, and Goethe. 
Of these three, the second-named almost occupies the lowest 
place, although Schelling confesses to knowing only a single 
piece of Calderons. The lectures are divided into a 
General Part (pp. 373-487), which construes art in general, 
its matter, finally its form, and a Special Part (pp. 488-736), 
which construes the particular forms of art. But to these 
discussions on the philosophy of art there are prefixed others 
‘of a more general sort, which are distinguished from the 
opening paragraphs of the Authentic Exposition by their 
greater completeness, but further by the fact that here, instead 
of the Absolute, God is always spoken of. The like holds 
true of the unpublished System of the Whole of Philosophy. 
Thus he can connect with the word reasor the more defnite 
meaning, the reflection of God, in which are comprised the 
potencies of the real and ideal All, and which is related to 
God as copy to type, or as indifference to identity. In both 
expositions, for the rest, he opposes a number of misunder- 
standings which his system had experienced. Particularly 
he cannot insist strongly enough that for philosophers, whose 
first and only presupposition is that it is one and the same 
thing that knows and is known, there is no such thing 
as the finite; and that the finite, hence also the quantitative 
distinctions of potencies, arises for us only by the fact that we 
abstract from the absolute, hence conceive the All to be just 
what it is 20°—2.e., if it is considered from the standpoint of 
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conception of absolute science or first knowledge, upon 
which, as the immediate unity of the ideal and the real, all 
other knowledge rests. In this knowledge the universe, 
or God, appears exactly as it appears in nature, only as self- 
knowledge. In the second lecture, it is shown that science is 
not an affair of the individual but of the species, hence is a 
witnessing tradition for a more perfect past, of which insti- 
tutions of learning have to show, by constantly going back 
to the first knowledge, that it does not have value merely 
through tradition and authority. In the third lecture, the 
preconditions of science, —what is learned and the means by 
which it is learned, memory‚—are considered and extolled, 
not without .glancing aside at modern pedagogics, which 
slights both. With the fourth lecture, begins the encyclo- 
p&dic survey of the sciences, commencing with the pure 
science of reason. Here the mathematics of the ancients is 
held up as a pattern before the modern, as being more full of 
ideas, whereas the latter clings merely to the symbols of ideas; 
and then philosophy is taken up, and in the fifth lecture its 
alleged danger for the State and religion is illustrated. Only 
where the common understanding, which even in science 
leads to ochlocracy, calls itself philosophy, as in France, 
z.e., where want of ideas gives itself this name, does it lead to 
mob-rule; for, with the common understanding, Spanish sheep- 
farming stands higher than the transformation of a world by 
the almost divine powers of a conqueror, and utility and plain 
morals, with their first burghers instead of kings, higher than, 
to the through-and-through aristocratical philosophy, the 
Absolute and Ideas stand, which to it are exalted above 
individual things as the monarch and freemen are above serfs. 
Then, in the sixth lecture, is more closely considered the 
study of philosophy ; and the fact-philosophy, the dogmatism 
of the understanding, the rule of a logic resting wholly upon 
an empirical basis, which has validity only for the fınite, 
and finally, dualism, which forbids regarding psychology as 
a branch of physics, are given as the chief obstacles to true 
philosophy. The seventh lecture, which compares philosophy 
with the positive sciences, forms the transition to the faculties; 
the eighth contains the celebrated historical construction of 
Christianity, which defines Christianity, particularly in its op- 
position to the Grecian world as the culminating point of 
natural religion, as follows: the Christian religion has not 
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of which have been given here because Schelling has in this 
work expressed himself upon subjects concerning which he 
had never, up to this time, addressed the public, is formed, in 
the fourteenth lecture, by the Philosophy of Art, which takes 
much from the lectures characterized above on this subject. 
Here the connection between art and the life of the State is 
made more prominent than it was there. This connection 
appears particularly in antiquity, which, with its festivals and 
memorials, presents a great work of art. 

8. The expression, “ Ideas,” for the Absolute manifesting 
itself in special forms, which appears first in the Lectures, was 
a consequence of Platonic studies, to which at this time 
Schelling devoted himself. It was they that caused him also to 
employ in the exposition of his Bruno, or On the Natural and 
Divine Principle in Things (1802), the form of the scientific 
dialogne, instead of mathematical construction, which in its turn 
had altered itself from the antithetico-synthetic method of the 
first works. It is remarkable that here the original opposition 
is conceived as that of the infinite and finite, which are held to 
have their identity in the eternal, which is not at all affected 
with opposition, is in its ideal being real, in its thought being, 
etc. This trinity, the manifestation of which is given in the 
universe, in which the stars, for whose laws of motion dis- 
covered by Kepler Hegel’s dissertation is affırmed to have 
provided the speculative ground, live as blessed gods, is re- 
vealed, likewise, in speculative apprehension, in which it is, in 
perception, subordinated to the finite, in thought, to the infinite, 
in reason, to the eternal. Thought is treated with greatest 
completeness, and it is shown, in this connection, that con- 
ception, judgment and the syllogism are not to be empirically 
assumed, but result from the including of the infinite, finite, 
and eternal under the infinite as necessary thought-forms. 
Obviously, as such, they do not suffice for the reason, because 
the unjustiied domination of logic in the sphere of reason 
has had as a consequence the fact that the absolute has been 
divided into the soul, the world and God in a manner corre- 
sponding with the three syllogisms. The characteristics of 
the four one-sided conceptions of the Absolute (materialism, 
intellectualism, realism, idealism), which are compared with 
the four quarters of tlıe world, and in opposition to them the 
delineation of true philosophy with its eternal God-becoming- 
man, and man-becoming-God, closes the exposition. With 
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fact that Eschenmayer, in a work to be mentioned later (za. 
N 319, 3) would allow the System of Identity, the most per- 
ect exposition of which he saw in the Zruno, to be regarded 
as only a part of the knowledge of truth, and, further, missed 
in it the proof of why the particular potencies acquired 
reality, the potencies now having the appearance of mere 
accidentality. Schelling, now, attempts in this work chiefly 
to overthrow these two positions, and hence, in the first place, 
to show that the holy does not transcend the eternal, nor 
religion philosophy, nor God the absolute, which must of 
course so appear to those who know no other philosophy than 
the dogmatic or critical, of which the former (categorically) 
conceives the absolute as the xez£fker-nor of oppositions, the 
latter (hypothetically) onlyas the combination of them. True 
philosophy (Spinoza and the System of Identity), on the 
other hand, which is in this regard analogous to the disjunc- 
tive syllogism, wholly denies this opposition, conceives the 
absolute as being ıdeal by its real-being and vzce versa, hence 
also is an immediate apprehension, intellectual intuition, from 
which Fichte's mediated apprehension is far removed. More 
important, because here are recognisable the first traces of 
the later doctrine of Schelling, is the treatment of the second 
problem set before himself by Schelling, the derivation of 
finite things from the absolute. Both dualism and emana- 
tionism are rejected, and it is laid down as the only possible 
view, that the things contained in the absolute only as a 
possibility come into existence by an act of self-realization 
not to be explained by means of that, but only by means of 
themselves; hence by a falling-away or estrangement from 
the absolute which is connected with the highest problems 
of practical philosophy, This act of freedom, upon the 
meaning of which no one has thrown a clearer light than 
Fichte, realizes what, regarded as a separation from the only 
true being, nothing is, and hence produces only what is null, 
which stands in the infinite series of finite causes and effeets. 
.To make, with Fichte, this nothing, converted into Egohood, 
the principle of philosophy, means to found philosophy upon 
the Fall of man, whereas true philosophy sees in that fall 
only the, no doubt, inevitable, falling-away, which in itself 
is nothing, and hence lapses into the null, the non-absolute. 
When Leibnitz conceived the sensible world as confused idea, 
he had indeed a certain presentiment of the truth; but he did 
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the All (Würzburg, 1805), which Schelling had praised as a 
good exposition of his own doctrines, gives, in its second 
section, (the first, which is historico-critical, is Klein’s own 
work), with tolerable completeness, what is to be found in 
this division of his Würzburg lectures (for that is the System 
of the Whole of Philosophy). The General Philosophy (pp. 
137-214) is therein first treated, and it is here shown more 
at length and in part more clearly than in the Autkentu 
Exposition, that the absolute, here always called God, is 
not at all affected with the opposition of subjective and 
objective, affırming and being affırmed, and that rational 
knowledge is distinguished from reflection by the circum- 
stance that the latter always starts with opposition as the 
Pprius, and at most only attains to syntheses of differences ; 
whereas, for the former, opposition does not exist, the affırmed 
is, as such, affırming. Reason, as the self-knowledge of God, 
has, therefore, God as its only immediate object. But this 
must not be understood in the sense of Dogmatism, for which 
God becomes, by the application of finite forms of thought a 
mere highest, an object beside which there exist other objects ; 
whereas for rational knowledge God is the One, out of 
which no other springs but which is the affırmative of itself. 
Besides the absolute as the sole being there can as little 
be assumed another being, as it can be doubted that it, being, 
is. What is, is, in so far as it zs, the absolute; so far 
as it is nie, it is not. Reason, therefore, for which there 
is no finite being, does not inquire after the origin of the 
absolute. As there is no finite being, so also is there for 
rational knowledge no opposition, hence also, in the self- 
knowing of the absolute, there is not on the one side mere 
subject, on the other mere object, but on each entire identity ; 
and quantitative difference of the individual stages (potencies) 
exists only when one of these is isolated. In the whole there 
is no difference ; hence, also, no quantitative difference. The 
standpoint of philosophy, therefore, is that of the Unity of 
the All; philosophy assumes only the being of the one 
distinctionless eternal All, which appears to the finite mode 
of thinking simply as everything, as the infinite number of 
things. This definition must yield a variety of points of 
contact with Spinoza. In scarcely any work of Schelling’s are 
there to be found so many propositions that are borrowed 
verbally from Spinoza’s Zikics, as in this. (If I said this 
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however, of nothingness also, are deduced, in a similar manner 
as in earlier works on the philosophy of nature, only more at 
length and in part more clearly ; then matter is deduced, with 
its two attributes of rest and motion, which, since it is related 
to real substance as mere ground, as a maternal principle, is 
gravity. Opposed to it as essence, as paternal principle, 
stands light, which is active in motion, or, rather, is motion it- 
self, only without anything movable. In it the proper life of 
things is active, as in gravity their being held together by the 
All, for by this they tend to fall towards each other. The various 
relations of the two give the quantitatively different potencies 
of nature, which, now, are taken into consideration in detail 
First, are laid down twelve highest principles or axioms of 
the philosophy of nature, which sum up the previous specula- 
ations, and then is first considered, similarly as in the Unsversa/ 
Deduction of the Dynami Process, the formative or dimen- 
sional process, in connection with which the law of polarity, as 
also that of triplicity as the type of all differences in nature, 
is discussed. Steffens’s investigations concerning absolute 
and relative cohesion, as also concerning the cohesion-series 
of bodies, are here variously used. If motion (form of the 
particular life) had here appeared subordinated to being, the 
opposite is the case in the second potency. Magnetism, 
electricity, and the chemical process, to which sound, light 
and heat are said to correspond, are gone over, fire is briefly 
discussed as the solvent of all forms, and then the third 
potency, or organic nature, is taken up. Of this Part, now, in 
particular, what was said above holds true, viz. that Schelling's 
philosophy of nature is not so much a torso as many 
suppose. After the deduction of the organism in general 
comes that of the opposition of the kingdoms of plants and 
animals, as also of their point of indifference and of the world 
of infusoria, and then are taken up the functions common 
to them all, it being shown, first, that the first dimension 
and magnetism are repeated at a higher potency in repro- 
duction, the second, as also electricity, in irritability, the third 
dimension and the chemical process in sensibility. (Earlıer, 
Schelling had given a different parallelism.) In each of these 
three functions, however, all the three are repeated, so that 
resorption, secretion, and assimilation exhibit the same trinity 
in reproduction, and circulation, respiration, and voluntary 
motion in irritability. In sensibility, as the synthetic unity 
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Fichte (Tübingen, 1806), set forth the point of difference be- 
tween the Science nf Knowledge and the System of Identity 
in such a manner that the latter, which had hitherto occupied 
the chief place by reason of the fact that the entire Science of 
Knowledge (as Transcendental Philosophy) was contained in 
it as a half, forfeits this position and sinks to the level of a 
diametrical opposite to it, exactly in the same way as, in antı- 
quity, the higher theory of Heraclitus sank, by its polemic 
against Eleaticism, to the level of a correlate to it (vzd. $ 44). 
This controversial work very frequently mentions the specu- 
lations in PAdlosophy and Religion, and charges Fichte with 
having borrowed much from . er writings of 
Schelling. Right and wrong are blended at ” is point, which, 
for the rest, has little positive interest. Mıxh more import- 
ant, on the contrary, is the way in which Schelling formulates 
the opposition of the original Science of Knowledge to the 
System of Identity. Fichte is held not to have the true con- 
ception of knowledge (which is rightly conceived only as the 
self-affırmation of God), as he regards it only as o#” knowledge 
of the absolute; hence he never gets beyond his own con- 
sciousness, admits only facts of his own consciousness, whereas 
the philosophy of nature to which he is ıinimical, proves the 
self-affırmation of God also in the facts of consciousness, not, 
however, in them alone, but everywhere, even in nature. 
Further, Fichte, like our whole culture, is ruled by a self- 
imposed un-nature which opposes subject and object, one and 
many, even declares thought, which, arbitrarily, ignores true 
reality, to be a necessary limit. Accordingly, he has no pre- 
sentiment of the truth that, according to Schelling, things which 
as individuals exist only through this thought, exist neither in 
nor out of thought, but are merely the product of a corrupted 
reflection ; just as little, that the one apart from the many, 
likewise, exists only for the arbitrary reflecting thought, where- 
as reason, which is distinguished from the understanding not 
as a wholly different faculty, but merely by the fact that the 
understanding views everything in non-totality, the reason 
in totality, recognises the truth only in the union of unity and 
plurality; in the vital unity, as which, God, like the plant, 
which is one by the fact that it combines in itself many things, 
is the copula of the one and the many. If God be so con- 
ceived, it is also recognised that His being consists in His 
revealing Himself in the real, and being real activity. Philo- 





592 THIRD PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 319, 2. 


himself with an unparalleled asperity concerning his earlier 
associate, whom he naturally counted among the realists and 
empiricists, whereas Reinhold and others had charged against 
him simply a one-sided idealism and his @ Zriori constructions. 
While all those named combated the System of Identity in the 
name of another philosophy, there grew up another opponent 
of this system in the form of the empirical natural sciences. 
The chief representatives of these declared against Schelling’s 
philosophy of nature, partly because they had foisted upon 
it an entirely different meaning from its true one, partly 
because a variety of circumstances, among which the respect 
for Goethe was not the least important, had made Schelling 
and his friends unjust despisersof Newton. Lichtenberg was 
loud in his expressions against the Philosophy of Nature. 
Gilbert's Annalen became the organ for a number of attacks. 
Cuvier, in spite of the fact that he, like Schelling, was indebted 
to Kielmeyer for a number of ideas, came to the. front of the 
opponents of the German philosophy of nature in France. In 
Germany, among the most solid of the attacks against that 
philosophy were those of Link, who criticised in it particularly 
the fact that it did not respect the limits within which the law 
of polarity has validity. 

2. As regards the adkerents of Schelling, the conditions for 
forming a closed phalanx of followers were not given when 
method and terminology so often changed, and the most of 
the writings of the master remained fragments. Asa Schel- 
lingian of entirely strict observance is to be named, properly, 
only the above-mentioned GEoRG MicHAEL Kıeın (8th of 
April, 1776 to ıgth of March, 1820), whose chief work, 
the Contridutions to the Study of Philosophy (1805) is really 
what Jon. Josua STUTZMANN’S (1777-1816) Phxlosophy of the 
Universe was falsely alleged by his opponents to be,—a 
Schellingian note-book. Klein appears more independent 
in his Zheory of the Understanding (1810), his Adtenpt to 
Establish Ethus as a Science (1311), and the Zxrposition of 
the Phulosophical Theory of Rıght and Morals (1818) ; but 
these writings altogether have not the interest of his chief 
work. Stutzmann, also, did not arouse such attention with 
his later works: Ze Philosophy of the History of Humanıty 
(1805); Chief Features of the Standpoint, Spirit, and Law of 
Universal Philosophy (1811), also his pseudonymous Mons- 
ment erecled to the Year 1313, by Machiavelli the Younger 
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the work of the other may be compared with that of Reinhold 
and his opponents ($$ 307 and 308), who undertook to make a 
change in Criticism by working from within outward. Of the 
former are to be mentioned here, first, Eschenmayer and Schu- 
ber. Apam CarL Aucust ESCHENMAYER (4th of Jan., 1771 
to ı7th of Nov., 1852), stimulated first by Kielmeyer's lectures 
and the Kantian philosophy of nature, the influence of which 
is recognisable in his Doctor’s Dissertation (1796), as also in 
his Theorems from the Metaphysws of Nature (1797), came 
in consequence of this into correspondence with Schelling, 
a correspondence by which they were mutually benefited. 
Entirely in agreement with Schelling and his friends in the 
philosophy of nature, Eschenmayer early believed he had 
found out that there must be assumed outside of and above 
the All a Master of it, which philosophy does not know. 
Hence the title of his work, Prulosophy in üs Transılion to 
Not-Phiosophy (1803), which Schelling called a noteworthy 
production, and which, as was above stated ($ 318, 8), occa- 
sioned the composition of his work, PAulosophy and Religion. 
The same thoughts were developed in a popular dress in Z%e 
Mermit and the Stranger (1805), as also in the /nfroduction to 
Nature and History (1806), and again, as in the first-named 
work, happiness was set above finitude, infinitude, and eternity, 
the soul above sense, understanding, and reason, conscience 
above thought, imagination, and intellectual perception, —belief, 
in short, above speculation, though it does not do away with 
that, inasmuch as it has to do with the sphere between which and 
speculation the absolute forms the limit. After ı811, he was 
professor of medicine and philosophy in Tübingen, where he 
was deeply interested particularly in the phenomena of animal 
magnetism, and, again incited by a work of Schelling’s, the 
treatise on Freedom, he published his Zeiter to Schelling (18135), 
which Schelling answered in the same journal. In the year 1817 
appeared his /sychology, in three parts, which, in the year 
1822, went through a second edition. Connected with this, as 
its foundation, is the System of Moral Philosophy (1818), and 
the Mormal Right (2 vols., 1818-19), and finally, at the apex 
of the system, the PAzlosophy of Religion (3 vols., 1818-24), 
which sets supernaturalism above rationalism (Kant's, Fichte's, 
Schelling’s, Chr. Weiss’s) and mysticism (Swedenborg’s and 
Böhme's).. In the last period of his life it was his blind 
fondness for spiritualistic manifestations, and the not less blind 
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opposed, does not exist. " Hence as mäle stands opposed 
to female only as it is above it, so also spirit is not so 
much opposed to, as, rather, above, nature. As this funda- 
mental principle secures Schubert against the pantheistic co- 
ordination of God and the World, so does it determine the 
position which, in spite of the fact that he delights in the 
saying of Oetinger, “ Corporeality is the end of the way of 
God,” he assigns to the soul, a position far higher than to the 
body. Not only does this make it difficult for him to show 
clearly how the third principle in man, the spirit, is related to 
these two, but he often thereby incurs the danger of falling 
into the errors of those whom he himself severely criticises, 
who regard the body of. man as an outer vesture, the soul 
alone as the whole man. The various relations in which 
Schubert lived, as practising physician, miner, school-director, 
tutor ofa prince, and professor of natural history, and the jour- 
neys he made, give to the otherwise very attractive personality 
a variety of interests which made it doubly amiable ; hence 
the extended circle of acquaintances, friends, and admirers in 
all ranks, confessions, sexes, ages, for whom his warm love- 
craving heart beat. 

C£. G. H. Schubert: Der Erwerb aus einem vergangenen und die Erwar- 
Zungen von einem künftigen Leben, eine Selbstbiographie. z vols. 
Erlangen, 1854-55. 

5. Where a system is modified by the incorporation of 
theories of religion, even he who would forbid in a history of 
philosophy all confessional considerations must admit that this 
modification takes on a different form when the reviser is a 
Protestant from that taken on when he isa Catholic. Hence the 
efforts of Eschenmayer and Schubert are to be distinguished 
from, in fact to a certain extent to be opposed to, the labours 
of the elder Windischmann and Molitor. Cart HIERONYMUS 
WINDISCHMANN, born on the 24th of Aug., 1775, at Mainz, 
passed over, from the study (in Würzburg) of philosophy 
to that of medicine, which he continued in Vienna under 
P. Frank, and lived, next, as court-physician in Aschaffen- 
burg, at the same time, however, occupying himself with 
philosophy, in lectures and writings. In this he allied him- 
self so closely with Schelling that the latter received his 
performances into his Zezischrift, e.g., the dissertation on the 
Conception of Physics (1802), and commended them, where- 
as others charged him with “apish repetition.” Besides a 
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with his nature. When he died, on the 23rd of April, 1839, 
he was to many the head of the Rhenish Ultramontanes. 
— The two-fold character of Windischmann’s calling made it 
easy for him to combine the pathologico-therapeutic standpoint 
with the philosophico-historical, and he accordingly sees in 
the movements of philosophy a process, often interrupted by 
arresting crises, of fallen humanity. To him one of the most 
significant of the phenomena of modern times is Hegel’s 
Logic, because it has taken a great step toward the knowledge 
that only by surrendering to the Eternal Logos, whose 
movement the Zogzc is, is philosophy to be rescued. He 
will not dispute with Hegel when the latter particularly urges 
that, in order to attain that end, man must toıl hard and 
subject himself to the strictest discipline. He hopes, especi- 
ally after his vv voce conversations with Hegel, that even 
Hegel may see that toiling is only the first step, and the 
fulfilled perfection lies in the knowledge that our apprehension 
of the Logos is only its spontaneous revelation in us. With- 
out this fulfilment more mischievous errors than all that have 
hitherto existed connect themselves with Hegel’s Zogze. Add 
to this, that in this as in his other works Windischmann 
espouses mysticism as against the understanding imprisoned in 
the finite, and one may wonder that he did not adopt rather 
the views of Franz von Baader (vzd. $ 325), who, for his part, 
was prepared to praise Windischmann highly. One reason, 
among others, was that the Mystics in whom Baader 
delighted were particularly Master Eckhart, prior to the 
Reformation, and the Protestant Böhme, whereas Windisch- 
mann, when he celebrated the Mystics, had in mind 
particularly Malebranche—circumstances that explain why 
Windischmann appears the more orthodox and Baader the 
more liberal. The chief work of Windischmann aimed so to 
present the history of philosophy that in it the history of 
intelligence in the progress of the world’s history might 
be recognised. The faith in truth which was divined by the 
believers in innate ideas and which is ineradicable from 
the human mind, develops into the knowledge of the same, 
so that the history of philosophy ıs the history of the con- 
ception of truth in the human species. According to the plan 
of the work, the First Part was to have presented the founda- 
tion of philosophy in the Orient, the Second the completed 
structure of philosophy in classical antiquity, the Third the 
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of a wide circle, which was greater, almost, than that of his 
works, was at its height thirty, years ago, and his views 
were at that time already fully developed. — Since there 
intervenes between the publication of his first and that of 
the fourth volume a quarter of a century, it is explicable that 
what is mentioned at an earlier point is discussed later more 
in detail ; hence the repetitions and sudden transitions that 
increase the difficulty of reading the work. In the Arsi 
volume, in ten sections, the ‚history of oral tradition among 
the Jews is narrated, the importance of the same for Chris- 
tianity is discussed, investigations relating to speech and 
writing and to M’sorah and tradition of law are instituted. 
The second volume abandons historical. ground; discussing 
the speculative knowledge of God, in the first section ; 
attempting, in the second, to develop the universal prin- 
ciples of theosophy ; considering, finally, in the third, the 
necessity of a divine revelation and the relation of knowledge - 
to faith. The /Aird volume, on the other hand, returns agaın 
to historical investigations, the first of its three sections dis- 
cussing Paganism, Judaism, and Christianity, in general; the 
second, giving a special account of Judaism, particularly the 
Jewish doctrine of impurity ; the third, closely connected with 
the foregoing, treating of purity and *reconciliation. The 
Jfourth Part is announced in its first section as a supplement 
to the fıfth and sixth sections of the first Part, inasmuch as, 
like that Part, it shows the importance of the Cabala to 
Christianity, whereas its second section, which treats of Christ- 
ian philosophy, connects itself with what was developed in the 
second Part. The exposition of Molitor's doctrines will have 
to confine itself particularly to these two volumes. Since the 
human mind bears within itself only the germ of knowledge, 
it requires on account of this femininely-receptive nature, a 
fructifying influence from without ; this is exerted upon it, on 
the one hand by the world, on the other by the self-revealing 
Godhead, so that all knowledge, without exception, begins 
with the a Zosteriori, which is elevated by the self-activity of 
the mind to a higher a Prior: state. As regards, now,divine re- 
velation, there has always been, besides the written revelation, 
which, being sententious, requires explanation, the explanatory 
one, which is transmitted orally only ; to the former as body 
the latter constitutes the soul. Since only a small portion 
of mankind, in the transition of mankind from the period of 
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mination, and transfiguration, is a real God-service.e The 
self-active sacrificing of one's own personality to God is 
neither a (pantheistic) being-absorbed, nor an (atheistic) as- 
sertion of the same. 

7. In a manner altogether different from that of Eschen- 
mayer and Schubert or of Windischmann and Molitor, Wagner 
and Troxler attempt, nearly contemporaneously with those 
men, but with a very different result, to improve the System 
of Identity. What leads them to a modification of the 
system is not a religious interest, to say nothing, therefore, 
of a confessional interest, but the knowledge that the system 
falls behind its own requirements. For this reason it would 
be improper here, as it was necessary in dealing with the 
aforenamed, to lay stress upon the fact that both belong to 
different confessions. It has its ground, not in the fact that 
they present a sharper contrast than the two Protestants and 
the two Catholics, but in a suggestion that may be found in 
the author of the System of Identity itself. Since Schelling 
had himself distinguished in many passages indifference of 
opposites from identity, but in both the opposition is nega- 
tived, though in an opposite way, the indifference-point, in the 
schema of the System, is, exactly taken, extended to a line and 
consists in the crossing of two opposites, and the rhythmus 
of the system is not triplicity but quadruplicity. This fact 
was perceived by the acute JoHann JaCoB WAGNER (21st Jan., 
1775 to 22nd Nov., 1821)—who in his Z%eory of Feat and 
Light (1802), and his Maiure of Things (1803), as also in the 
work On the Principle of Life (1803), had shown himself to 
be a pure Schellingian—at about the same time that he re- 
cognised that Schelling was on the point of abandoning his 
System of Identity. In his, Syster of /deal Philosophy (1804). 
and in the works: Or the Nature of Philosophy (1804); Out- 
lines of the Science of Politics (1805), the principle of method: 
To construe is to cross, is, in part, merely advocated, in part, 
carried'out. To it Wagner remained true in all his works. 
So in the works, PAhrlosophy and Medicine (1805), and /deas for 
a Nythology of the Ancient World (1308), which more than 
any other work maintains the pantheism of the System of 
Identity, whereas the originator of that system had already 
pushed beyond that; so, above all, in his Mathematical 
Philosophy (1811) and his Siate (1815), as also in the work, 
Religion, Science, Art and State Considered in their Mutual 
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crossing opposites body and spirit, body and soul, Troxler, 
in order to comprehend the former, buries himself in the 
study of the latter, bases philosophy on anthropology, con- 
verts it, to employ his terminology, into anthroposophy. 
Hence also his most important works are: 7TAe Natural 
Theory of Human Knowledge, or Metaphysus (1828), and 
Logic (3 vols., 1830). Regarding his relation to Schelling 
on the one hand, and Jacobi on the other, he has expressed 
himself in his Basle inaugural programme, On PAdosophy, 
etc. (1830). While professor in Bern he published his lectures 
on Philosophy as Encyelopedia and Methodology of the Philo- 
sobhical Sciences (1835). The full agreement, often reaching 
literalness, between Wagner's and Troxler's theories does 
not preclude, in fact alone renders possible, their diametrical 
opposition. This opposition begins with their theory of 
knowledge, in which Troxler lays the greatest stress upon 
instinctive immediate knowledge, whereas Wagner makes 
even the poem proceed from cool reflection. It continues 
through their political and ethical views, when Wagner con- 
cedes to the total-organısm decided preponderance, says a 
word first for the absolutism of the monarch, then of the State, 
whereas Troxler is a republican, who honours Milton, Bu- 
chanan, and Rousseau as his teachers. It shows itself, finally, 
in the highest of all regions. Wagner, being a pantheist, 
never feels the longing to know his individual existence as 
immortal, whereas, according to Troxler, personal immortality 
is the real question of the day. It accords, finally, with these 
contrasts, that Wagner accepts only the earliest, Troxler, on 
the contrary, particularly the latest, of Schelling’s writings. 


$ 320. 


CONCLUDING REMARK UPON THE SYSTEM OF IDENTITY. 


I. The requirement stated by Fichte, and already adopted 
by us, that philosophy should be ideal-realism or real- 
ıdealism, has obviousiy been more fully met by the System 
of Identity than by the Science of Knowledge, and Schel- 
ling can, in the consciousness of its superior position, in- 
corporate the Science of Knowledge into his system as one 
part, and complain if that system is called the Philosophy oi 
Nature, as if it contained only the second part. Just so has 
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Fall of man, because it sets the individual Ego above every- 
thing else; when he brings the charge, that it is really only 
a plagiarism of Rousseau (Pygrnalion), or also, that it is at 
bottom only psychology, there may be read out of these, in 
part unjustifiable, objections, what he also expresses in this 
period, that the only true philosopher is Spinoza, who denies 
individuality. Thus have these two philosophers, who began 
with Kant and went beyond him, again revived, upon a 
Critical basis, —as Reinhold and his opponents called back to 
life the opposition that divided the eighteenth century, and 
which, as it appeared, Kant had resolved,—the opposition of 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in such a manner 
that, whereas Kant had given it a provisional solution, it 
reaches now a definitive one. The Science of Knowledge 
exhibits the Enlightenment of the eighteenth century trans- 
formed by Criticism, with its view of nature as merely a 
means to the (according to Fichte, moral) ends of man, with 
its interest for the individual personality and its immortality, 
with its atomistico-revolutionary politics, its plans of edu- 
cation aiming at the regeneration of the race, its prosaic 
view of a work of art, and its religion of right-doing, which, 
if taken seriously, must reduce God to a mere moral pos- 
tulate.e (At this point may be entirely omitted the many 
points of contact between Leibnitz’s monad and Fichte’s Ego. 
between Leibnitz’s corporeal world, which is only a confused 
idea, and that of Fichte, which is produced unconsciously, 
between the pre-established harmony of the former and the 
moral order of the world of the latter). Just so in Schelling, 
not only innumerable thoughts but the whole spirit of 
Spinoza, only as permeated by Criticism, celebrate their 
resurrection. Nature is here the absolute, even is, in un- 
guarded moments, called God, and, in the heat of the battle 
against the ezerzy of nature, there happens to Schelling what 
he constantly forbids in his opponents : he calls his (whole) 
system the Philosophy of Nature. Individual being as such 
is nothing true, but ıs a creation of our isolating mode of 
thought. Personal immortality appears as the wish, and 
perhaps as the punishment, of miserable egoists, surrender 
to the absolute as eternal life In politics it is the total- 
organism, as opposed to which the individual is as nothing; 
and the French Emperor, who tramples revolution to the 
earth, is explained to be almost a superhuman nature. In 
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requirement, that the philosophic spirit could not but strive 
to get beyond them. In this transcendence are to be dis- 
tinguished a negative and a positive moment. . The first is 
the explanation that these two systems are untrue, that they 
fall short of what Kant had begun. The second recognises 
in each of these a half-truth. Since this latter is equivalent 
to recognising truth and untruth at the same time, he who 
maintains the positive moment allows the negative at the 
same time, and therefore has more to offer than he who 
merely asserts the negative moment. Herein lies the reason 
why, when systems make their appearance simultaneously, of 
which, the one, in the name of rightly understood Kantism, 
rejects the Science of Knowledge and the System of Identity, 
while the other seeks to unite both in a higher system, the 
former must be unable to get a hearing, and the latter alone 
is heeded. The time when those will be remembered who 
combated each of the component elements, will have come 
only when men become doubtful as to the truth of these medi- 
ating doctrines. Thus is explained how Herbart and Scho- 
penhauer, who are filled with equal reverence for Kant and 
contempt for the “fashionable philosophy,” z.. the Science 
of Knowledge and the System of Identity, remain so long 
unnoticed, and why the period of deserved recognition could 
first come to the two only a short time before their death. 
But that the two form between them an opposition which is 
almost as sharp as that between the systems combated by 
them, has its ground in the fact that Criticism had reduced 
to unity a variety of oppositions the members of which 
could, when they once became free, enter into a variety of 
combinations with each other, inasmuch as it was not impos- 
sible that the first member of the one should combine with 
the second of the other, etc., and that, demonstrably, the 
Science of Knowledge, the System of Identity, Herbart’s and 
Schopenhauer’s doctrines present four separate combinations. 
By its antagonism to the one-sided idealism of the Science 
of Knowledge, the System of Identity had acquired a pre- 
vailingly realistic, as the Science of Knowledge had acquired, 
through Fichte’s antagonism to Schelling’s pantheism, a one- 
sidedly individualistic, character. Herbart, overlooking these 
special one-sidednesses as such, censures the former for his 
pantheism, the latter for his idealism, and himself advocates 
an individualistic realism. Schopenhauer does the reverse : to 
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and distinct. which happens particularly through the judg- 
ment,—the first through te negative, the second through the 
positive judgment. Depending upon this is the syllogism, 
the first two figures of which correspond to the positive and 
negative judgment, and are classed together under the name 
of the syllogism of subsumption ; whereas the third, which, 
however, has only four valid moods, is termed by Herbart the 
syllogism of substitution, because it has validity only in case 
a certain substitution (of the minor) is admissiblee Logic 
supplies, as an unalterable result, to all parts of philosophy 
the frincipium identitatis and the frincpium excusi tert 
(which coincides with the other), according to which, when- 
«ver conceptions are self-contradictory, they must be rejected 
and their contradictory opposite assumed. If, now, we pass 
from the merely logical, formal aspect of conceptions to 
their content, we find them divided into two leading classes, 
There are, that is to say, conceptions by means of which we 
apprehend the given, z.e., what passes as real for us, or what 
we call the world; in other words, conceptions by means 
of which we have a physics. The elaboration of these is, 
hence, appropriately termed MetapAysics. But, further, there 
are conceptions that have nothing whatever to do with the 
reality of the conceived, being applied equally to the obviously 
supposititious case, and these are the conceptions that are 
accompanied by approval and disapproval, and. which are 
treated of by -Zstketics, of which practical philosophy forms 
a part. These two classes of conceptions are to be strictly 
distinguished from each other, which Kant, who has, never- 
theless, the great merit of having opposed to one another 
theoretical and practical reason, Being and Ought, has not 
sufficiently done; hence he bases his practical philosophy 
upon the theoretical conception of freedom, —has, in fact, in- 
troduced the absurd expression “ metaphysics of morals.” In 
order not to violate “cleanness of conceptions,’ upon which 
Herbart constantly insists, and to facilitate the forgetting of 
all theoretical views in the consideration of what should 
be, he places in his Ter£-Book for Introduction to Philosophy 
practical philosophy before metaphysics, in which my com- 
plete exposition of the system of Herbart follows him. If 
the opposite is done here, it is to make more apparent the 
connection of Herbart with Kant and his relation to Fichte 
and Schelling. 
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without practical points of view.) The first part of the uni- 
versal metaphysics, the Methodology, is so connected with the 
logic that it might just as well be regarded as a part of it. A 
contradiction in the given occurs wherever conceivability and 
validity do not coincide, hence wherever two members (M 
and N) are only separately conceivable, their combination, on 
the other hand, being given and hence valid ; as, for example, 
in the combination of ground and consequence, where the 
ground, as preceding the consequence, must be thought as not 
like it, but as containing the consequence, as like it. This con- 
tradiction is solved by thinking M as the plurality of such as, 
not being individually like N, the consequence, produce the con- 
sequence wlıen taken together. Since the being-taken-together 
is a relation, this method, which consists in following the rule, 
] What must be thought but cannot’be thought as one, we should 
think as many, is called the method of relations.| Herbart 
compares this procedure with the analysis of a direction into 
several as its components, and, since this analysis of the one 
direction is accidental, he calls the method also the method of 
accidental views, a fact that has given occasion for misconcep- 
tions. For the rest, he here appeals to the ordinary conscious- 
ness, which regards a’concurrence of’ conditions as necessary 
to inference. Following, now, the Methodology as the second 
part of the Universal Metaphysics is the’ Oxziology, which, — - 
again, with a laudatory recognition of Kant because in his 
refutation of the ontological proof it is implied that the con- 
ception of.being contains no What, is mere position, —analyzes. 
the conception of the existent into Being azd What or quality, 
which latter, in conjunction with being, may be termed essence, 
apart from it, an image (like Plato’s Ideas). Since only what 
is positive is compatible with being as mere position, the 
quality of the existent excludes' all negation, but therewith also-. 
all gradual differences and all’becoming ; it is absolutely simple 
and unchangeable. The Eleatics have the merit, ın their 
polemic against the Many in One, this bane of all metaphysics, 
which coincides with the absurdity of immature being, of 
"having first rightly grasped the .conception of the existent. 
The Atomists, who taught that the existent ıs to be thought as 
manifold, are their complement. Hence: many real beings of 
absolutely simple but different quality, which are sometimes, 
though seldom, called also monads, which are non-spatial, non- 
temporal, and exist in’ extremely great numbers, and among: 
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ties of two catheti of equal length) be united by a third (hypo- 
‚thenuse), this appears, on account of its incommensurability, as 
exceeding the definite number of the contiguity by no integer, 
'and, since there is no reason for assuming this excess between 
two definite elements of the line, it is assumed between any 
and every two, and the contiguity becomes the over-plus; hence 
also pure:or independent lines are never thought as continua, 
though dependent lines are so thought, such as those of the 
geometricians, which are limits of surfaces. The most impor- 
tant conception in this construction is, therefore, that of the 
'imperfect contiguity, according to which conception the points 
lie thicker than points Iying contiguously together. As space, 
'so also time, which is the number of change, is a sum of (time) 
‘points, the contiguity of which is here a succession, and which, 
therefore, would not exist, either if there were only a single 
being, ör if there were no observer. Exactly as space, it, also, 
is no corlinuum, though it appears so because, besides a series 
‘of changes, there begin others, the starting-point of which (like 
that of the hypothenuse) does not coincide with a time-point 
of the first line. By the combination of the causality deduced 
in the Ontology with time and space the data are given for 
explaining matter, inasmuch as now can be explained the ap- 
parent attraction and the just as apparent repulsion, which, 
therefore, are not to be regarded as primary forces of being 
but of matter, z.e., of what appears to be concurrence of existent 
things. Just because space is accidental to being, the fact 
must also become apparent, that essences lie outside this rela- 
‘tion, hence motion: cannot—much the rather might rest, z.e., 

the case, among the numberless ones, in which “the velocity 
equals zero— appear wonderful and requiring explanation. 
Without an observer there would, of course, as little be motion 
as time and space, one factor of motion being time, the other 
velocity: m=cl. The Outlines of the Philosophy of Nature, 
which is connected with the synechological investigations, 
seeks to show how the four cases—that in which the Opposition 
of the elements is strong and nearly equal on both sides, that 
in which it is strong and very unequal, that in which it is weak 
‘and almost equal, that in which it is weak and very unequal,— 
suffice to explain the most important chemical phenomena, 
with which, as the most elementary, the philosophy of nature 
has to begin, viz. caloric, or heat-stuff (non-matter), the motion 
of which gives the phenomena of heat, electricum and its phe- 
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the investigation may be taken the proposition, Every arrested 
presentation remains in the soul as tendency to presentation. 
This proposition, which follows from the fact that in all 
changes of what is presented.the quantity of the presentation 
"remains the same, justifies the comparison with elastic bodies, 
and the presupposing, so long as other grounds do not forbid, 
that as regards presentations arresting each other the same 
laws hold as those to which (wholly) elastic bodies are subject. 
Accordingly we have fırst, a SZatzcs of the Mind, which treats 
of the equilibrium of presentations, and, first of all, fixes the 
conceptions of the sum of arrest and of the relation of arrest. 
By the former ıs understood the quantum of the presentation 
that is arrested in two meeting presentations; by the latter 
the relation (corresponding of course to their strength) in 
which the loss is distributed between the two. What is not 
arrested but converted into tendency is called the residuum 
of presentation. If the .numerical values of their strength be 
given, the calculation proves that one presentation only, even 
though ever so strong, does not suffice wholly to suppress 
another, though two can do so. The point that forms the 
limit between existence as tendency and as unconscious pre- 
sentation is the (statical) threshold of consciousness, and a 
calculation of the same proves that the possibility of more 
than three presentations subsisting in consciousness at the 
same time is comprised within very narrow limits. Besides 
the mutual conflict among presentations, there follows from 
the fact that they exist in one soul, also the further fact that 
they combine : these combinations, when they occur between 
presentations of different groups (e.g., sound and meaning) 
are complications : where the presentations belong to one and 
the same continuum, they are fusions. Of the first are to be 
distinguished perfect and imperfect complications, according 
as the combining presentations are not arrested or are mere 
residua.. The fusions, again, are divided into those which 
follow the arrest, where residua combine, and those which 
precede the arrest and which appear as the tendency to fusion 
(the formule discovered by caleulation are then also given 
as laws expressed ın words). Much more difhcult than the 
Statics is the Mechanus of the Mind, ın which the motion of 
presentations, their falling and rising, is treated, and the revival 
of presentations, their association, as well as the susceptibility 
for them and their renewal, are subjected to calculation ; but 
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sophy will prevent philesophy from conducting, as with 
Fichte, to mere praxis. /Esthetics, as the science of that 
which pleases as being beautiful, and that, too, without cause, 
involuntarily for us, has first to distinguish this from that which 
is desired, which is something incomplete, and from the agree- 
able, which is related only to a subjective condition, and then 
to analyze it into its simplest elements, z.e., since only relations 
please, to establish the simplest relations that produce a plea- 
sure devoid of desire. Only in oze application of Esthetics, 
or one branch of the theory of art, has this been done, viz., 
in music; and what thorough-bass does for this, the other 
branches of the theory of art have likewise striven to do for 
themselves. Among these there is, now, one that concerns the 
art that is required by every one, namely, the theory of virtue, 
or Practical Philosophy. This will have first to establish the 
simplest relations of will, that please as being (morally) beauti- 
ful, to inquire Why regarding which would be just as foolish 
as to inquire why the [musical] third or fifth pleases. That 
these relations, which may be called pattern-conceptions, or 
Ideas, are unconditionally valid, tell what should be, Kant has 
felt; he is, on the contrary,-very much to be censured for hav- 
ing debased this character of the should-be by combining it 
with metaphysical conceptions ; for example, with the concep- 
tion of being, when he reasoned from the should-be to the 
can-be, 2.e., to the being possible ; but particularly with a con- 
ception to the denial of which, properly speaking, metaphysics 
leads, and which only the assumption of a chimerical intel- 
ligible character rescues, viz., with transcendental freedom, from 
the assumption of which neither punishment nor education is 
explicable, since both presuppose that acts are the fruit (r.e., 
necessary consequences) of character. With that confusion 
Kant’s expression “ metaphysics of morals,” and the conversion 
of ethics into mere physics by his followers are in harmony. 
Again, the theory of freedom has led to the conceiving of ethics 
only as a theory of duties, z.e., to considering only arrested 
morality, so that it is explicable why Kant arrives at the re- 
volting theory of radical evil. Of such Ideas, now, Herbart 
enumerates, from the beginning of his activity as an author, 
five : the two more formal ones of inner freedom (agreement 
with one’s own judgment) and perfection (magnitude), then 
those of well-wishing, right, and equity, with which complicated 
relations immediately connect themselves, where several beings 
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God). With all the greater partiality has he occupied himself 
with Pedagoguss. Of this, the end is the development of the 
‚moral character or of virtue. Hence, it is possible neither under 
the theory of freedom, nor under the fatalistic view that makes 
man come forth as a flower out of the seed. The practical 
Ideas and the psychological knowledge of the fact that, and 
the conditions under which, certain numbers of ideas, become 
so firm that they re-act against newly introduced ideas are the 
guides for the educationaliste Government and instruction 
should unite to bring forth many-sidedness of interest. With 
both is connected discipline, which has for its end to give to 
morality strengtli of character, and to lead the educated to 
undertake self-education. Herbart sees what is in a certain 
respect an enlarged pedagogics, in statesmanship,- which, ac- 
cording to him, must rest much less upon the forms of State 
than, the rather, upon custom. The parallel between the State 
and the individual subject in the Second Part of the Psychology 
is ingenious, in many places very witty. 

9. A.not less negative position towards the Science of Know- 
ledge and the System of Identity than that of Herbart is taken 
by ARTHUR SCHOPENHAUER (22nd Feb., 1788 to 2ıst Sept., 
1860), whose works: On the Fourfold Root of the Principle 
of Suficient Reason (1313, nd ed., 1847); On Sight and 
Colour (1816); The World as Will and Idea (his chef 
deuvre ; first appeared in 1819, 2nd ed. in 2 vols,, 1844): 
On Will in Nature (1836, 2nd ed., 1854); ZAe Two Fundamen- 
al Problems of Ethuws (1841); and Parerga and Paralipomena 
(2 vols., 1851), for a long time unheeded, first became known 
in their true significance in the last ten years of his life, a 
significance that, perhaps, lies midway between that claimed in 
the over-estimate of Frauenstädt (vzd. among other works: 
Arthur Schopenhauer. Von ıhm, Ueber ihm, 1863. Aus 
Schopenhauer s handschriftlichem Nachlass (1864), of Gwinner 
(Arthur Schopenhauer aus persönlichem Umgange dargestellt, 
1862. Schopenhauer und seine Freunde, 1864) and others, 
who see in him the Messiah of speculation; and the under- 
estimate of Haym (Arthur Schopenhauer, in the fourteenth 
volume of the Preussische Jahrbücher), who sees in him not 
really a philosopher, but merely a brilliant writer. 

10. The subjective turn, to have given which to philosophy 
is, according to Schopenhauer, Descartes’ greatest merit, is 
carried further by the fact that Locke has shown regarding 
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creative, :but the receptive, feminine faculty af. ‚abstract 
presentation, and whose discursive thought is wrongly placed 
above the intuitive understanding, from which it receives all 
content. The fourth form of consequence or effect, finally, is 
that based on the raiıo agendi, or the motive. Motivation is 
causality become inward, hence is necessity as much as it, and 
to assume freedom in the world of phenomena is an absurdity. 
The result of the entire investigation is: The principle of 
Ground rules the world; but since it is onlya law of our 
thought, the world is only idea (presentation), —the whole 
world, hence also the part of the world which is my immediate 
object, my own body, which may be termed the microcosm, 
just as the world may be termed the macranthropos. This 
is what we have in mind when we pronounce the word /; 
the - Ego is therefore phenomenon, and has, just for that 
reason, .the form of individuality, for temporality and spatiality 
are the real Arincipium individuilatıs. 

ı1. All the foregoing propositions are held and declared 
by Schopenhauer to be purely Kantian. . But now presents 
itself a point in which, though adopting Kant, he yet 
separates from him. That there is in philosophy no oflier 
starting-point than consciousness, had been accepted since 
Descartes. In this, now, there lies, first, that we find ourselves 
to be beings of time and space, subject to the principle of 
Ground, z.e., to be phenomena. At the same time, however, . 
we have of ourselves a consciousness that we are: something 
different, and this our in-ourselves lies in the will, of which 
I am conscious, therefore, not in an objective manner, but 
immediately. Kant himself appears to have had a presenti- 
ment of the fact that where the subject js conscious of its own 
willing it perceives more than merely its phenomenon, for 
when he speaks of things-in-themselves he always has in 
mind practical, that is, volitional, determinations. (If Scho- 
penhauer had not been full of a so blind animosity towards 
Fichte, he would have confessed how much he here owes to 
che author of the Science of Knowledge.) |as our phenomenal 
Ego is related to the phenomenal world, just so must aur in- 
lourselves be related to that which the world-in-itself sl and 
hence there is to be added, as complement, to the first, chief 
principle of Schopenhauer’s doctrine: The world is idea, the 
second: It is will. By this word, that is to say, is to be 
understood the stress pervading all phenomena, which impels 


624 THIRD PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 321, ı2 


itself. But with this organ is given, once for all, the world 
with all its forms, subject and object, time, space, plurality, 
causality. The brain with all its ideas is, primarily, merely 
an instrument of the will, which has to serve the will and 
presefve the life of the individual. Since cognition, or the 
functioning of the brain, appears first upon the highest stadium, 
we cannot speak of an end of the will. It is without knowledge, 
blind, mere will to live, impulse to objectify itself. As it has 
no motive, there do not apply to the one will, as the in-itself, 
the other forms of ground; and the question as regards the 
why of willing has no meaning, and is the limit of philosophy, 
as the irrational is the limit of reason. The question, so much 
discussed, regarding the relation of the real and the ideal is 
therefore to be answered as follows : Philosophy has an ideal, 
transcendenstal, or ideological side, and a real, materialistic, 
physiological side, and we have to pass from each to the 
other; so that we have to do here, properly speaking, with 
two identities. If we pursue the idealistic method, we begin 
with perception, discover @ Prior: space, time, and all other 
relations, and hence do not get beyond phenomena, z.e. presen- 
tations. At’ last we discover that we ourselves also have to be 
regarded as mere phenomena, but, at the same time (as in the’ 
grotto of Posilippo, where it is darkest, there the light of day 
begins), it is evident that we ourselves are also something 
in-itself, z.e., will; hence, also, the world has reality, inas- 
much as the will, in the highest place in the brain, objectihes 
itself in it. Hence it is now immaterial whether one says, 
idealistically, The world is idea, or, realistically, It is function- 
ing of the brain, whether one says, idealistically, Locke treated 
sense, Kant the understanding, or, realistically, The former 
the sense-organs, the latter the brain. As the body, therefore, 
is on the one hand, my idea, so is it, on the other, my will; 
brain is cognition of willing, the genitals are the will to pro- 
create, etc. 

ı2. The subsidiary position, which, therefore, primarily, 
the intellect occupies towards the will, namely, that it 
exists only in order that life may be preserved, is the 
permanent and only one in the case of animals and of the 
ordinary, brutish-minded man. It is otherwise as regards 
artistic and philosophic genius. This rises to a disinterested 
knowledge, a knowledge not merely subservient to the end of 
living, but one in which the brain becomes a parasite of the 
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unfortunate no worse than that of waking. The spectacle of 
suffering in the world, in which there is no one who is for- 
tunate, brings us, like that of every tragedy, to the perception 
of eternal justice, before which every individual thing is 
nothing, and which, therefore, punishes the man who violates 
it The Vedas say, Thou thyself art al. The knowledge 
of absolute nothingness makes all distinction between self 
and others vanish, capacitates us, therefore, for sympathy, the 
only moral motive-force, and makes even the highest act of 
morality possible, that 'negation of the will which is called 
resignation,abnegation, absence of will, in which, as in the enjoy- 
ment of art, felicity, since unwilled knowledge is present, finds 
place; so man with will: ceases to will, makes the will the 
quieter of willing,—a contradiction in will, which is called self- 
denial. If in the works of genius the opposition of the real 
and the ideal, the Idea and the individual, is resolved, so, here, 
is that between freedom and necessity. To the right con- 
ception of the relation of the two, Kant led by his distinction 
(coinciding with the distinction of thing-in-itself and pheno- 
menon) . of intelligible and empirical character, one of the 
greatest discoveries that man has ever made. The unchange- 
able character, the necessary fruits of which our actions are, 
is rightly called empirical, since we learn to know it after it 
comes into eristence for us. It is the spatial and temporal 
phenomenon of the intelligible character, or of that non- 
temporal indivisible act of will, for which, in the pangs of 
conscience, I accuse myself, not because I act so but because 
I am so, and „si, therefore, act so. The condition of the 
holy one, in which the cloak of the individualizing Maiz was 
rent, and the knowledge that between me and others there 
is no difference whatever, became a quieter of the (individual) 
will, does not obtain as an (impossible) change of the character. 
but as the birth of a new character, which, like the origin of 
genius, is a work of grace, and can only come to be where the 
emptiness of individual existence becomes perfectly clear to us. 
hence, often in the case of condemned criminals, shortly before 
death. The so-called working of grace is the only immediate 
expression of transcendental freedom, an entering of freedom 
Into necessity, z.e. of grace into nature. Suppose that the will 
to live ceased to exist in all, then all individuals, hence also 
their ideas, the world, would vanish, a result which, to him who 
is full of will, appears to be nothing, but for which, nevertheless, 
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jatvıen, and, on Ihe other. ibe opposste ai Than were later 
supyplemenied with Ihe scher moment. wiuch. nurıral'v_ snoe 
warp an] word are nut dl equal Importance ir De weh, vll 
west a difierent appeasrance. But 0 this = wo be added, 
dar sulyecuvism itself had received a different srm. acoord- 
ng a3 1 appeared a5 ethical subjectuvism. a5 wıh Kant anl 
lichte, or, as «sthetic and emotional subyartivism. 35 among 
ie Komantıcısts, or, finally. as in the religious pecuharıty of 
schleiermacher. By botn ıhese circumstances the perform- 
ans of von Berger, Solger and Steflens were modıhed, which 
in many respects are in close agreement. and which may here 
hu: placed ingether as has been done in my extended presenta- 
tom of ıhem (FEntw. d. deutsch. Spec. set Kant. 42). 

2. Jusans Exıcu vox BERGER (born Sept. ıst, 1772; died 
ch, 23rd, 1833, as professor of philosophy in Kiel, where 
for a long time he had in vain looked forward to the pro- 
lensorship of astronomy), introduced by Reinhold’s works to 
Kant, then by these, but particularly by Fichte's, carried be- 
yond Criticism, became later a disciple of Schelling, although 
© always preserved a reverence for Fichte, so that hıs 
chief aim was to put an end to the discord between the 
two masters, Among his works are especially to be named: 
P’hilosophical FExposition of the AU (1808), and (his chef 
d'wuvre) Outlines of Science, 4 vols. (1817-27). The fırst- 
named work, left incomplete, developed, in a manner which 
die not long satisfy the author himself, the parallelism be- 
tween the laws of the Alland those of the perceiving mind, 
assiening, at the same time, to the latter so much autonomy 
that lichte, recognising the fact, says that Berger does not ' 
here lapse into the philosophy of nature hated by himself, and 
its dental of idealism. As regards his chief work, the date of 
the first volume, and still more, consequently, of the tardily 
appearingr later volumes, leads to the expectation that notice 
will be taken of phenomena such as the writings of Hegel. 
Perhaps from this fact a number of points of agreement are 
explicable. Since the principle and method of science cannot 
be laid down before science itself, but both rule not only the 
course of our thoughts but also of things, the first part of the 
system (and the first volume of the work) is devoted to the 
vonsideration of knowledge, to Zogze, which closes with the pro- 
position that by means of reason the mind knows that all which 
it fundamentally (divinitus) perceives also is, and appears to 
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him as regards zsthetic theories. He first heard Fichte 
later, in Berlin, on the Science of Knowledge. There was 
thus very naturally developed a standpoint from which he 
sees in Fichte and Schelling the greatest philosophers, 
indeed, but one-sided philosophers, and from which he avoids 
pantheism in that he places in God the moment of negation 
by means of which He can enter into nullity, and in the 
individual being, the power by means of which it can give up 
its nullity, can sacrifice itself. This reciprocal surrender and 
self-negation appears to him to be most fitly designated by 
the expression 'Irony, which plays a great part, particularly in 
his sthetical speculations, which remain his favourite ones. 
That in this position neither the monological exposition of 
the subjectivists nor the mathematical one of pantheism, 
which denies Egos, satisfied him, but that he gives preference 
to the form of the dialogue, must be termed characteristic. 
Dialectics, which, according to Solger, has to provide the 
foundation for the system, reaches, by a comparison of the 
ordinary with the philosophical consciousness, the result, that 
in the latter not relations but essence itself, the absolute, God, 
presents itself in us; which may be termed the rule of the 
Idea in us. By this relation to ordinary thought, which 
moves in the distinctions universal and particular, the Idea 
embracing these sides of the opposition is sundered into 
the idea of the True and of the Good ; philosophy becomes 
theorelical and practwal, Physics and Ethics. Above these, 
resolving their opposition, stands the Idea not only of the 
beautiful, but also of the divine, the former having a theoretical, 
the latter a more practical, character ; and besides those two 
parts of philosophy, we have also -Zs/heties and the PAzlosophy 
of Religion. On the subject of physics there are in Solger 
merely suggestions, which agree essentially with Schelling. 
In the Ethics it ıs shown that, as the two sides of man, nature 
(instinet) and understanding, give the system of the (four 
Platonic) virtues, so also in the State nature (necessity) 
leads to Rights and understanding to Politics. The right of 
punishment, which is grounded on the principle that evil as 
a nullity must experience the fate of nullity, leads from the 
former to the latter. The State presents to us individuals 
not asa totality but as an individual, as a people. To classes, 
particularly to the nobility, Solger attaches great importance. 
Fe does not enter into the closer consideration of classes. 


632 THIRD PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [S 322, 4 





and crystallography, he was early made aware of the peculiarity 
of natural existence, and by geognosy, again, of the succession 
of periods through which the eärth has passed.. Hence the 
two leading thoughts of his works in the philosophy of nature, 
the historical view of nature and the recognition of peculi- 
arity in nature, clearly stand forth already in his first, and, in 
many respects, his most original work, the Confributions to 
the Inner Natural History of the Earth (1801), a work that 
introduced to the public for the first time a natural philosopher 
richly equipped with empirical knowledge, and hence made a 
great reputation. By a combination of the results of chemical 
investigations relating to earths as well as to organic bodies, 
with what Werner had said about schist and lime formations, 
Steffens here comes to the result that the same opposition 
that appears within the sphere of animal life as that of sen- 
sibility and irritability is to be perceived again, in another 
form, in the opposition of animals and plants, but just so also 
in the geological opposition of lime and silex formations, and 
finally, in the chemical opposition of nitrogen and carbon; 
and that we have to do with the theoretical, z.e., genetic, de- 
duction of this opposition. This deduction begins, now, with 
the metals, the quantitatively and qualitatively different 
cohesion of which necessitates the assumption of two different 
series, which have their common point of intersection and 
centre in the heaviest ; so that these radical metals, since they 
exhibit the least individual formation, exhibit the lowest stage 
of corporeal existence, which, therefore, also forms the core of 
the earth. From thıs point, now, there is assumed, to start with, 
a double cohesion-series, according as the cohesion presents 
itself as ductility or hardness; and if the metals are arranged 
according to this principle, the central position among them 
would, in one series belong to iron, in which ductility and 
hardness stand in inverse relation, because the harder it ıs 
the more brittle it ıs; in the other series, the central position 
would perhaps belong to ziınc. By classing the earths among 
the metals, Steffens arrives at the conclusion that at the ex- 
treme end of the one (the silex) series pure carbon presents 
the maximum of contraction, and may have its antipode in 
nitrogen in the other (the lime) series, so that if metals were 
at all analyzable, they would consist of these. Not to be 
compared with these but to be regarded as active principles 
working upon the series of the passive, are the two elements 
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the character of one who puts ingenious analogies in the place 
of real thought-determinations. The central point of all 
organization is defined, at the close of the Ouzlines, to be man; 
so that the individual spheres of organization are to be re- 
garded as disyecta memöbra of the human organization, and 
man is to be regarded as the microcosm in which, for that 
reason, the quadruplicity ruling in nature is repeated in ages, 
temperaments, etc. This last thought, now, forms the theme 
of the Anthropology, which, though written much earlier in 
separate parts, was not published until 1822 (Breslau, 2 vols.). 
Steffens here puts before himself the problem of presenting 
man in his continuity with the whole of nature, a line of 
thought which only he can decry as materialistic, to whom, 
because he has turned away from nature, the living All be- 
comes a plurality of isolated things. The Axzikropology con- 
siders man as the key-stone of an infinite past, as the middle- 
point of an infinite present, as the beginning-point of an 
infinite future. Since the first portion of the treatise relates 
to occurrences prior to man, which geological investigations 
have brought to light, the First Part is entitled, Geodogü 

Anthropology. 1t fills the entire first volume. The first disser- 
tation proves that the core of the earth is metallic, and connects 
itself closely with the Coz£ridutions to the Inner Natural 
History of the Earth, inasmuch as it at the same time takes 
into account what had been discovered in twenty years for its 
confirmation or refutation. In that, particularly Oerstedt's 
discoveries are reckoned, because they prove magnetism to be 
a property of the whole metal series. The second dissertation, 
the History of the Development of the Earth has, because 
of the fact that Steffens identifies the individual periods 
with the six days of Moses, called out expressions of hostility 
and eulogies, of which it is difficult to say which did him 
the more credit. He seeks to show that as everything 
pertaining to animate being (e.g. a peculiar talent) develops 
through six stadia, so also in the development of the earth 
must be distinguished six periods, in the first of which its 
embryonic life is such that our system of planets is, we may 
say, related to a distant central body, as now the planet is 
to the sun. In a second period, in which the primal metal 
remains enveloped and air and earth separate, the earth is 
not endowed with motion on its axis nor with fixed east and 
west polarity, hence is likea moon. Following this is a third, a 
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it has, to bring to an end, by the appropriation of grace, the 
conflict set loose by it. The conflict of the racer with his- 
torical peoples forms the beginning-point of this development. 
In the former, the germs contained in man have been only 
partially developed by external circumstances ; in the latter. 
the Good remains, z.e, the whole man, is still potent. The 
goal is, that the love that appeared in Christ be confirmed in 
every one by the eternal personality. 

6. The conclusion of the Arthropology forms the transition 
from Steffens’s Physics to the second main division of the 
system, which in the Ou£lines he has called Natural Right, 
later Zihies, often also Science of History. He has treated 
ethical questions at length only in his work: ZAe Present Age 
and How ıt has Become (2 vols., 1817), and the Carzeatures 
of the Holiest (2 vols. 1819-21). The title of the latter work 
is explained by the fact that he first lays down the Idea of the 
State as the manifestation of freedom and morality, the end 
of which is to protect individuality (hence property also), and 
then shows how, through sin, this peculiar principle of the 
phenomenal in its opposition to its Idea, the individual 
moments of the Idea become isolated and give caricatures, 
the complete sum of which makes perceptible the Idea, 
though, of course, dismembered. The construction of the 
classes of society, and the characterization of them, —the 
‚ brilliant portion of the work,—are based on the opposition of 
being and knowledge, nature and mind, which pervades the 
All; and show how this opposition is, in man, resolved in 
innocence, on the one hand, and ın wisdom, on the other; both 
of which stand opposite to us as lost and never attained. 
but which approach us in the State, in the working classes and 
the profession of teachers. In the forıner are distinguished 
peasant, burgher, and noble, to which three correspond in the 
latter, the learned man, the talented man, and the genius. The 
profession of teachers performs its civil functions in education 
and lawgiving; the chief instrument of both is literary 
activity, the press. The errors of the present in its demands 
regarding the peasant, burgher, etc., are discussed in a manner 
that resulted in Steffens’s offending all parties. His citing 
gymnastic exercises among the caricatures of education 
estranged his best friends. The ethical speculations are 
followed in the Second Part of the Caricatures by those in 
the philosophy of religion. Moreover, certain works are 
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(a3 ia iastiner, but individualıty, s tie gavermagr force, is the 
entre ck all and conditions the position ot aIL such thar his inner 
ensttuts zre mirrored in the revolstions of the earıh. Hence 
the paralleiiam between geology and mytholegy. Ashumanity 
nn sedared to the All, so ıs the Saviour to kumanity ; so that 
there must be assumed three moments in creation : a oosmical. 
as the planıts arranged themselves about the sun; a telluric, 
as the. karıh found its central point in man: a historical, when 
the. Savimur appeared as the Sun of humaniıty. The develop- 
ment «S His kingdom, the appearance of which the monster 
of the Roman empire preceded, as anımal monsters preceded 
the: appr:arance of man, makes distinguishable three periods, 
the: expired Petrine, the begun Pauline, the future Johannine. 
With teleology connects itself, as second part of the philo- 
sophy of religion, (religious) Ethics, the chief subject of which 
is Evil, which has its ground in the will, hence ın a personality, 
not, indeed, an actual, but always merely an ideal, one. The 
„sibility of evil belongs to the full human personality ; 
hence: the fact that Christ could be tempted. Realized, evil 
suffers its annihilation, which, according as the sinner will, 
is felt as punishment or pardon. Salvation and damnation 
are correlates, redemption is a non-Christian error ; whoever 
predestinates himself to the damnation that grace does not 
will, ıs damned. To decide whether one will or not were 
impious,. As the first Paradise passed away and the second 
appeared in Christ, so also the latter vanished with his death, 
and the third appeared in the Church, which, resting upon 
the revelation given in the Bible, is preserved by faith, sacra- 
ment, and preaching. Inasmuch as, according to the idea 
of the preacher, the preacher is he who has overcome the 
opposition of the worldiy and the divine consciousness, and 
this, according to the first definition of the philosophy of 
religion, was z/s nature, the philosophy of religion returns, 
with this its self-justification, to its beginning. 

7. Similarly to von Berger and Solger, so also Steffens 
proves that an incorporation of subjectivism into the System 
of Identity not only neutralizes the pantheism of the latter, but 
also has, as a necessary consequence, a changed arrangement of 
the indlivielual parts of philosophy. Since, that is to say, sub- 
jeetivism (in its most logical form the Science of Knowledge) 
can see in nature only limits or unreason, nature, wherever 
a right is conceded to subjectivism, must descend from its 
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gations relating to Freedom, and because this work was also 
later cited by himself and his disciples as an authority, will 
here be designated as the Doctrine of Freedom, in contra- 
distinction to the earlier doctrine of the All-Unity. Since 
these attempts fall in the period in which his dispute with 
Fichte, which was carried on partly in letters, partiy before 
the public, was most violent, he would hardly at that time 
have confessed, what was acknowledged by him at a much 
later period, —that the apotheosis of the Fall of man, which 
he then condemned in the Science of Knowledge, was a 
permanent discovery ; that is, that, as the System of Identity 
had driven the author of the Science of Knowledge beyond 
his own doctrine, just so the Science of Knowledge made it 
impossible that the father of the System of Identity should 
still hold to his own doctrine. He would not have been wholly 
in the wrong if he had denied this, for what gave the first 
occasion to the new direction to his philosophizing was, not 
the study of Fichte but of another Lusatian, to whom his 
attention had been very particularly directed by Baader— 
Jacob Böhme. Even the one leading idea in his treatise 
on Freedom, viz., that nothing has reality except the will, 
an idea of which it has been said that Schelling, just as 
Schopenhauer did later, borrowed it, without doubt, from 
Fichte, might very well have been taken from Böhme. 
This fact, now, that the theosophy of the Middle Ages became 
for him the instrument whereby he should deliver himself 
from pantheism, together with the fact that the much greater 
influence (connected therewith) which this theory of his has 
had and still has, justihes the fact that in this account it is 
separated from the attempts just named, and, in spite of the 
fact that ıt existed merely as a fragment until Schelling’s 
death, is placed after, z.e., ranked above, them. 

2. The PAdlosophwal Investigations relating to Freedom, 
which appeared in the year ı809 in Schelling's Philosophical 
Works, with which connects itself as supplementary to it, the 
‚Memorial of the Work on Divine Things, which appeared 
in 1812, as also the Zeiler to Eschenmayer, written in 1813, 
(the former in the seventh, the two latter in the eighth, vol- 
ume of the Collected Works), take for their problem the 
obviating of pantheism, which makes GouU the author of evil, 
and of dualism, which is a system of entire distrust of the 
reason, by answering the question as regards human freedom. 
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the spiritually transformed selfhood rises superior to them 
both. But—-and to this the natural will continually solicits— 
if self-will is exalted above universal will, then arises thereby 
evil, which, therefore, consists not in self-will, nor in the se- 
paration of the same from the universal will, but rather in 
a false unity of the two.| Evil is not a privation, but it is 
opposition to the good, just as also, in the good, self-will is not 
wanting but is subordinate to the universal will. In animal ap 
petite and in instinct, both come to light, but not good and evil. 
Man can stand only above or beneath the anımal. The 
first ground of evil is contained, of course, in God, in that in 
Him which is:not God, but not evil itself. The iırrational, the 
horror-exciting in nature, which still is not the evil, also has 
its root in that dark ground. Hence the analogies between 
that which the realm of nature and that which the realm of 
history present, the periods of which run parallel one to 
‚another. The universal necessity that sin become purifhied and 
the necessity that the evil be, nevertheless, arbitrary choice, 
that the Fall be one’s own sin, coincide, as, already, Kant has 
shown by his doctrine of the “ intelligible” character, which 
is in the most exact harmony with that of radical evil; so that 
the nature of man from which his transgressions flow is his own 
deed, which lies in eternity, z.e., which does not indeed aflect 
his nature as a state pre-existent to life but non-temporally. 
As such a nature man posits himself from all past eternity, 
as such a nature, a certain bodily organization being added, 
is man born. Hence it is a predestination, which, because a 
self-determined predestination, does not destroy freedom. And 
it is conceivable that the original act implicitly contains in 
itself conversion also. Through the false union of the two 
principles there makes its appearance, inasmuch as the personal 
God is ideal, another spirit, the inverted God, that nature 
having the character merely of a potency, which never is but 
always merely will be, and can be really comprehended 
(actualized) only by the false imagination (vo0w Aoyıraw), which 
is just sin, the self-nullifying and self-consuming contradiction. 
Hence the destination of the evil is not a conversion of it 
into good but a reduction to the condition of a potency. This 
subjection is the final goal. But the perfect is not in the be- 
ginning, since God is a life and therefore also has a fate.e. He 
is subject to suffering and becoming, as the holiest mysteries 
confess in the doctrine of a suffering God and the promise, 
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creation (nature=subdued force). Divine egoism is the matter 
out of which real living nature is created. In the Answer 
to Eschenmayer, of April, 1812 (Wks., vi pp. 161-193), 
Schelling expresses himself as follows : “ You would seek the 
irrational in the heights; I in the depths. I call that which 
is most opposed to mind being as such, or what Plato called 
the non-eristent. God has the ground of His existence in 
Himself, in His own primal nature, to which God as subject 
of His existence belongs. I have called it elsewhere, in 
order to distinguish it from the subject of existence, not 
God but the Absolute. Those persons are shy of the humani- 
zation of God who would fain be regarded as philosophers 
by profession. But suppose it were discovered by con- 
tinued speculation that God is really self-conscious, personal, 
living, in a word, man-lıke, that He zs human, who can 
offer any objection to that? You say, God must be abso- 
lutely superhuman. But if He would be human—if He 
would humble Himself? Understanding proceeds from that 
which is without understanding, light from «darkness, but 
darkness extinct, overcome, as salvation proceeds from 
extinct sin, as heaven were effectless without hell, which it 
vanquishes. If God zs and shall live in man, the Devil 
must die in Him. But just for that reason must be ear- 
nestly repudiated the calumnious assertion that the ground 
in God is the Devil. That the evil is actualized only in the 
creature, is repeatedly asserted in the treatise.” Shortly before 
this Answer to Eschenmayer was written, appeared the mıerci- 
less replyto Jacobi: Memorial of the Work on Divine Things 
(Tübingen, 1812, Wks., viii. pp. 19-136), in which he defends 
his doctrine particularly against the charge of naturalısm. I 
“asserted, he would say there, that nature is the (as yet) non- 
existent (merely objective) absolute identity. Since, further, the 
existent in general must be above that being which is merely 
the substrate of its existence, it is manifest that the erzs/zing 
identity (God as eminent being, God as subject) is placed 
above nature. Hence was it, even in the Authentic Ex- 
position, said of nature that she lies beyond the absolute 
being of identity. That is to say, the aödso/ute being of identity 
is the subjective; nature regardel from the absolute stand- 
point ıs yonder side of mind, from the finite standpoint, ZAzs sıde. 
Here, therefore, the existent identity, or God as subject, is ex- 
plained to be supernatural, as vzce versa, the mere deing of 
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undertook immediately after the treatise, viz., Z%e Ages of the 
World, of which a number of sheets were printed in the year 
ı811, and again in 1813, but were not published, and the first 
part of which first appeared in the Collected Works (vol. viii. 
pp. 195-344) in a redaction of the year 1814, had been then 
published by Schelling himself, there would not have been 
seen in the academical lecture Or Zhe Divinities of Samothrace 
(1815, Weks.,' viii. pp. 345 e£ seg.), with which Schelling 
bade farewell for a long time to the reading public, a declara- 
tion that he had substituted mythology for philosophy. Just 
as little would the title of the .withheld work and the circum- 
stance that the suppression of the already printed sheets 
coincided with the fall of Bonaparte, have furnished ground 
for the error that it related to the philosophy of history, partic- 
ularly of modern history. And, finally, astonishment would 
have been less great, when in North Germany it became 
known, first after Hegel’s death, that Schelling propounded 
a system in which the philosophy of mythology and the 
philosophy of revelation constituted the chief parts. It also 
proved, that the treatise on Freedom and the polemical 
works against Jacobi and Eschenmayer had not been read 
with very great attention. The Ages of the World were 
to treat, in three Books, the Past, z.e., the Age before the 
World; the Present, or the Age of this World; finally, the 
Future, or Age after the World. Only the first Part, as 
has been said, was published. It develops still more com- 
pletely what was suggested in the treatise on Freedom and 
further carried out in the Siuftgart Private Lectures » inas- 
much as, maintaining the saying of Hippocrates, that the truly 
human is the divine, and that the true divine is human, he 
everywhere shows the parallelism between the growth of 
personality in man and the self-realizing divine personality. 
The dark ground in God is here identified with necessity, 
and it is pointed out that freedom is to be thought not without 
it, but as transformation and subordination of it. As already 
in the Siuttgart Private Lectures, so also here he speaks 
of the relation of his philosophy to pantheism in general and 
Spinozism in particular. He recognised in it the grandest 
phenomenon in the course of modern philosophy, but at the 
same time declares that it is only the foundation of the true 
philosophy, which has to explain the personality and freedom 
not only of God but also of the creature—a thing that to him 
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living in spirits, and the spirits living in. God. Since in thıs 
modification nature has, as before, the absolute and the in- 
telligence awakening in man as its limiting points, it ıs 
entirely explicable why Schelling treats the philosophy of 
nature as for ever valid. It is otherwise.as regards spirit. 
This, now, has nature for its presupposition, does not any 
longer require to be treated, as earlier, in such a manner that 
nature is entirelyabstracted from. Thus ıs explained why 
Schelling says of the treatise on Freedom, Now /or the first 
time (as if he had not written the Transcendental /dealısm) 
something is laid before the public from the ideal part of 
philosophy. The earlier ıdeal-philosophy had in fact entirely 
lost its meaning, for it had been made co-ordinate with the 
philosophy of nature. .Now, on the other hand, the theory of 
spirit is to have for its foundation the philosophy of nature, 
and such a theory of spirit has really not hitherto existed. 


$ 324. 
TRANSITION. 


, Summing up, according to the foregoing presentation, what 
Schelling achieved in philosophy—we find, first, that as the 
earliest adherent of the Science of Knowledge, and still more as 
the author of the System of Identity, he solved more perfectly 
. than any one before him the first problem of the most modern 
philosophy ; for if any system can be called ideal-realism axd 
real-idealism, it is his. But, secondly, in advocating, first, the 
Science of Knowledge and becoming clearly conscious in so 
doing that in this the choice between the Ego and God (vd. 
$ 269, 2) falls in favour of the former, and then the System 
of Identity, in which choice falls in favour of God, he brought 
to light in these two phases the opposition of the seven- 
teenth and eighteenth centuries, within the philosophy of the 
nineteenth century (Criticism). Thirdly, as the precursor of 
his friends, von Berger, Solger, and Steffens, he attempted 
to solve the problem presented by this opposition, the second 
problenı of the most modern philosophy, inasmuch as he pro- 
posed a theory that reduced pantheism and the theory of Ego- 
hood, “apotheosis of the Fall of man,” to moments in a concrete 
monotheism, and thereby surmounted them. One might be 
tempted, respecting the solution of this problem, to place the . 
three men named above Schelling, because they have presented 
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art above religion, and how these theories, certainly not 
accidentally, appear in a classical presentation so often sug- 
gesting the ancients, and compare with that what Schelling 
wrote after the year 1809. Not Plato, nor Giordano Bruno, 
nor Spinoza, is his guide, but Jacob Boehme, and always 
there appear in the forefront of his speculations the concep- 
tions of the medizval Aristotelians, Zofertia and artus. The 
Stuttgart Private Lectures explain the State as an institution 
merely of fallen man. The Ages of the World exhorts to 
inquiries in the Bible, and particularly in the Old Testament. 
Later dogmas are neglected as the product of the saddest 
period of philosophy, for the historical facts of the plan of 
salvation ; religion and its mysteries are the culmination of 
development; over Nature is cast a veil of mourning, which 
conceals only with a light covering, dread, horror, etc. In 
short, if Schelling had, as a naturalist who was pagan and 
antique in his thought, produced the System of Identity, his 
Doctrine of Freedom presents to us themedisval-minded theo- 
sophist; and as the appearance of Reinhold and his opponents 
had proved that even by Kant the opposite tendencies of the 
eighteenth century were not yet definitely fused, and the oppo- 
sition of the Science of Knowledge and the System of Identity 
had proved the like as regards the philosophy of the seven- 
teenth and eighteenth centuries, so now does Schelling, the 
young man and the old, prove that not only naturalism, but 
also theosophy can draw nourishment from Kant’s writings. 
It cannot be regarded.as an accident that Schelling first began 
to occupy himself with Kant’'s Religion within the Limits of 
Mere Reason after his Doctrine of Freedom. If the fact that 
the two opposite standpoints were occupied one after another 
by the same man. had suggested the problem also of the 
objective union of the two; this, nevertheless, could hardliy 
succeed so long as both were before the public in so fragmen- 
tary a form, which failed to perceive many connecting links, 
indeed, whole parts of the system, and, as was shown above, 
very important ones. It is otherwise when the naturalism 
of the System of Identity and the theosophy contained in the 
‘“ Doctrine of Freedom are presented in a complete exposition, 
an exposition embracing every detail. The only thing that 
makes it possible to do this is the devotion of an entire life 
to this problem ; and there appear two men, friends of Schel- 
ling, in whom the two sides which he had exhibited in suc- 
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Nature, of which only a synopsis appeared in print, but copies 
of which exist in the handwriting of Eschenmayer and others; 
probably of Schelling also, for his Würzburg lectures con- 
tain much that had been first said by Oken,—for example, 
that the classes of anımals are representations of the sense- 
organs, and hence are to be arranged according to these. 
Before the Outlınes appeared he had given to the reading 
public his work : Procreation (1805),as also the Commemoration 
treatise: On the Significance of Skull-bones (1807), and the, 
On the Universe (1808). The thoughts contained in the fırst- 
named work would, perhaps, have.met with approbation earlier, 
if he had called the “vesicles,” which he supposed to be the 
elements of all organic bodies, and which in water are formed 
into animals and in the air into plants, cells instead of zn fusoria. 
The second work develops the thought which, unknown to 
Oken, had been broached by Peter Frank, that the skull is 
a combination of modihed vertebr&, and has become epoch- 
making in morphology. The third, finally, is occupied with 
the glorification, in an.oratorical fashion, of nature as the only 
absolute; and shows how the macrocosm is given inward ex- 
istence and is concentrated in the microcosm, so that we can just 
as well call the senses the qualities of the universe become in- 
ward, as the universe a continuation of the sense-system. In 
the same year in which 7%e Universe appeared, appeared a 
second Commemoration treatise, /deas for a Theory of Light, 
Darkness, Colours, and Fleat (1808), in which light is con- 
ceived as a'tension of the zther, produced by the polarity 
of the central body and the planets, the motion of light being 
heat, which therefore appears whenever light is materialized. 
Finally, in the year 1809, appeared in its first. edition his 
Text-Book of the Philosophy of Nature (Jena, 3 vols. ; the 
second edition in ı vol.; likewise the third, much revised, Zürich, 
1843, in which he at the same time expresses himself regard- 
ing his performance). His Zexri-Boo&k of Natural History has 
been characterized by investigators of nature as his most 
solid work ; his Nafural History for all Classes has found the 
largest circle of readers (13 vols., Stuttgart, 1833-41). 

3. Oken’s express declaration that his doctrine is through- 
and-through /Ayszca contradicts neither the fact that he de- 
fines the philosophy of nature as the theory of the eternal 
conversion of God into the world, nor the fact that in his 
theory he treats of art, science, the State, etc. ; for by God he 
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The first are treated, under the superscription Mineralogy and 
Geology, still in Ontology, and are divided into earth-, water-, 
air-, and fire-, minerals, z.e., earths, salts, indammables, and 
metals, of which the first form the real body of the planets, the 
rest its interior portion. As regards the formation of the planet, 
it is shown what share magnetism, electricity and chemism have 
in that. Plants and animals are treated in the Third Part of 
the Philosophy of Nature, Bzology, and in this. is first con- 
sidered, in the Organosophy, life in general, to which the 
transition is made through Galvanism. The primal slime, 
out of which everything was formed, is a soft mass of carbon, 
or earth-stuff, mixed with air and water, and exists as sea- 
slime, out of which even men originate; perhaps only in a 
single favourable moment. The primal slime mediates 

the transition of life from one individual to another, by virtue 
of which the individuals cease to exist and only the whole 
subsists. The first elements of all that is organic are the 
vesicles, or organic points, into which the dead organism is 
again resolved. Thrown upon the land, these primal vesicles 
become plants, in which the planetary life repeats_ itself; 
thrown into the water, they become animals, in which the 
cosmical life repeats itself (microplaneta, microcosm). The 
former are treated in the Phytosophy. The plant is defined 
as an organism fixed to the earth, which depends upon carbon 
and is drawn into the air towards the light. The necessary 
organs of the plant give at the same time the system of 
the vegetable kingdom, for this kingdom is only the inde- 
pendent exhibition of these organs, is the plant anatomized 
by nature itself. Hence the entire vegetable kingdom falls 
into the three sub-kingdoms of the pith, sheath, and joint plants 
(acotyledons, monocotyledons, dicotyledons),each sub-kingdom 
again into several provinces, etc. Following Phytosophy is 
Zoösophy. The anımal may be called a self-movable flower, 
because in it there is added to the highest function of the plant 
self-locomotion. Asthe plant was merely a planetary organiza- 
tion, so the animal is also a solar and cosmic organization. It 
shares with the plant the sexual activity, but has individually 
the power of sensation. The three parts of Zoösophy, which 
correspond entirely to the three of Phytosophy,are:—Zoögeny, 
which treats of the tissues of the animal organism ; Zoönomy, 
which treats of its functions; finally, Zoölogy, which treats 
of the system of the animal kingdom. Also here what is an 


656 THIRD PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. [$ 325, 4. 


of man and humanity, the principle of peace. . Hence is the 
hero the highest man. Through him humanity is free; he 
is God. 

4. Oken’s conversion of the whole of philosophy into the 
philosophy of nature is a carrying out of what Schelling in 
the period of the System of Identity only touched upon, and 
Blasche is not to be censured when he characterizes Oken as 
the perfecter of the philosophy of nature; what one does ex- 
clusively one usually does with mastery, and up to this very 
day one who makes the philosophy of nature his problem 
would be able to learn more from Oken than from any other 
man. That, now, among natural phenomena the State occu- 
pies the highest place of all, is, like the apotheosis of the 
statesman (hero) with which the system closes, entirely apart 
from the fact that it suggests Schelling's divine conqueror, 
something that may, indeed, seem foreign to the Christian 
view, but is, on the other hand, vital to the ancient, according 
to which man was a political anımal. But how strenuously 
Oken exerted himself to place himself outside the Christian 
mode of view is proved most strikingly by the circumstance 
that he assigns to the pagans the hero, to the Christians the 
saint, but finds no place in his system, which embraces every- 
thing, for the community of saints. The Church is not men- 
tioned among the human, z.e., natural, phenomena. On ac- 
count of this position it cannot seem strange, if in his sea- 
slime theory he suggests Anaximander ($ 24, 3), if in his 
reduction of physics to mathematics he appeals to the Pytha- 
goreans, if in the stress that is laid upon the spherical form 
of the All, as of the human skull, he recalls to memory 
Xenophanes and the Platonic Timeus ($ 28, 5), etc. But just 
as natural will it appear that there are, throughout, no points 
in common with medisval ideas, and that just so soon as the 
first traces of an inclination to these appeared in Schelling, 
Oken, who had dedicated to him as his friend his juvenile work, 
turned a cold shoulder to him. If, again, Schelling in his 
Munich period calls Oken’s theory almost childish, and yet 
during his activity as teacher in Würzburg borrowed so much 
from it, this is as explicable as that the man calls what he has 
laid aside childishness.. But though between these two men 
there was possible, at least for a long time, the relation of 
mutual recognition, such a relation could never exist between 
Oken and the man in whom from the beginning to the end of 
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1850). With the exception of the: Fermenta Cognitionis (6 
Parts, 1822-25), the Zectures on Religious Philosophy, as also 
those on Speculative Dogmatics (4 parts, 1827-1836), all the 
works of Baader are separate treatises of only a few pages, 
originating partly in his extended correspondence and partly 
out of daily topics. I have given a complete chronologically 
ordered list of them in my larger work. Since then the 
edition of Baader's collected works, which at that time was 
only begun, has been completed. Professor Franz Hoffmann 
in Würzburg, together with several friends, has the credit of 
having arranged these and of having added to every division, 
within which the works are chronologically arranged, a very 
instructive introduction. Of the sixteen volumes, the last 
contains a register of names and contents by Lutterbeck, the 
fhifteenth a biography of Baader by Hoffmann, besides letters 
of Baader’s, the eleventh, extracts from his diaries. 
Cf. Lutterbeck : Ueber den philosophischen Standpunkt Baader's. Mainz, 
1854. Hamberger: Die Cardinalpunkte der Frans Baader schen Pkile- 
sophie. Stuttgart, 1855. Hoffmann: Acht Abhandlungen über Baader s 
Lehren. Leipzig, 1857. The Same: /ranz Baader als Begründer der 


Philosophie der Zukunft. Leipzig, 1856. The Same: Die Weltlalter, 
Lichtstrahlen aus Franz Baaders Werken. Erlangen, 1868. 


6. To found a philosophy in which philosophy and theo- 
sophy should not be separated, by showing that the king- 
doms of Nature and of Grace run parallel, that every natural 
event has also an ethical meaning—this Baader has repeatedly 
defined as his problem. To solve this, one must, obviously, 
take neither Aristotle' among the ancients, nor Spinoza 
among the moderns, for his master, but must be guided by 
Master Eckhart and other theologians of the Middle Ages, by 
Paracelsus and Jacob Boehme. In contrast to the Enlighten- 
ment of the eighteenth century, he laments the breach between 
philosophy and tradition, and recalls, on every occasion, the 
heroes of the patristic, scholastic, and transition period of the 
Middle Ages, from whom we can learn to heal it. Not, of 
course, by returning to them 976 but in such a way that what 
they have taught be further developed, a requirement which 
persons of a medi.eval turn have not forgiven Baader, whereas 
to the Enlightened it was much too medizsval in character. In 
contrast to the fact that Oken converts philosophy into mere 
Physica, in which religion and Church are given no place, 
Baader demands that philosophy be through-and-through 
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creative, genetic, original. Srımus guod Jarımus. But origı- 
nalıty as little excludes classicity as knowledge does authority, 
and the opposition of faith and knowledge, which both the 
Pharisees of faith (Pietists) and the Sadducees of (false) know- 
ledge maintain, is the scandal of our age. 

7. With such a theory of knowledge, it is natural that the 
real fundamental science with Baader should be 7%eodJopy. Not 
to begin with God, he characterizes as a denial of Hıim. The 
development of his theology is such that he everywhere 
leans upon Jacob Boehme and St. Martin, often becoming 
merely a commentator upon these men. The two rocks, 
abstract theism, which conceives God as lifeless being and 
dead rest, and modern pantheism, which makes God first 
come to consciousness in man, Baader, after having finished 
his course (a logical course with Hegel and a historical with 
Schelling) attempts to avoid by distinguishing the zmzmusanen/ 
(logieal) life-process of God (that eternal self-begetting of 
God, as his pupil Hoffmann termed it, or His self-production 
out of His unrevealedness), in which God is eternally manifest 
to Himself, as the active ternary embraced by a passive 
recipient (the Idea), —by distinguishing such a process from 
an emanent (real) process, in which God becomes a tri-per- 
sonality, which takes place through the eternal nature, or the 
principle of selfhood, to overcome and sublate (to negate, 
conserve, and elevate) this principle being as necessary for 
God as for every other life which must rupture the mother in 
order to be born again and be perfect. If in the immanent, 
esoteric revelation God had expressed Himself, so in the 
emanent, exoteric, He unfolded Himself. Considering the 
sreat agreement of these doctrines with Jacob Boehme's, it is 
conceivable that Baader continually appeals to this authority. 
and these Ouflines are justified in referring back to $ 234, 3. 
But besides thus appealing to the authority of Boehme, Baader 
often attempts, particularly in the lectures on Specwlati:e 
Dogmntatics, to give to his doctrine a basis which he calls 
anthropological, or, also, retrogressive, because it reasons back 
from what results from the consideration of man (as a copy) 
to the eternal occurrings in the prototype. A more complete 
account of these processes is to be found in an exposition 
by Fr. Hoffmann, which was written under Baader's eye and 
recornised in his preface as a correct exposition : Specwlative 


Development of the Eternal Self-begetting of God, gathered 
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through the separation of the abysmal and heavenly regions, 
has fallen the destiny of becoming, through the devolution of 
Egohood to the Ego, the deliverer of the selfless creature 
corrupted by Lucifer’s fall, a destiny for which his domirimme 
in naturam fits him. But that man be this restorer it is 
necessary that God withdraw for a moment in order that man 
may choose whether, by overcoming temptation, he will make 
sure this unmerited, and hence uncertain, good fortune of 
Paradise, or willtrifleitaway. Whatchoice he will make specu- 
lation cannot determine, but can assert that whatever choice 
he may make, freedom of choice will give place to the being- 
determined, so that now man must yzeld to his inclinations 
and must act as he is made to act. History, now, teaches 
us that man also fell, not, like Lucifer, from pride, but through 
basely becoming bewitched by nature beneath him and becom- 
ing beast-like. Once fallen away from God and after a choice 
once made and hence a vanished choice, man and the whole of 
creation with him would quickly have been precipitated into 
Hell, if God had not checked them in their fall and held them 
hovering over the abyss. This detartarization, or founding of 
the earth, over which the morning stars rejoice, and with which 
the opus sex dierum of Moses begins, is effected through 
temporal-spatial, z.e., material, becoming, so that matter, the 
concreteness of time and space, is not, as the Gnostics teach, 
the ground of evil but rather a punishment ; hence a conse- 
quence of evil; it is at the same time also a means of defence 
against it.. Since, that is to say, man has come into being 
out of eternity as the true time, which is the unity of all three 
time-dimensions and hence the Always, just so—as if out of 
the Everywhere into space, in which (apparent, or usually so- 
called) time is placed,—God’s love has therein shown itself 
temporizingly. Through constantly repeated mortifications 
man can now deny er detail what he had affırmed as a whole 
in the Fall; he who was subject to temptafzoz now has time 
to withstand temptafors. In this condition of suspension, 
the man living in the (apparent) time, is indeed removed out 
of eternity (true time), and, as one who only seeks or be- 
wails the present (enjoyment), lives, properly speaking, with- 
out it; at the same time, however, he is thereby separated 
also from the more deeply fallen evil spirit, which lives in the 
false or the sub-temporal condition of despair which has no 
future ; so that, therefore, matter or, if one, in agreement with 
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How has the selfless creature become material ? nor that of 
Anthropology, How has man become evil? which has the 
closest connection with the first, is solvable The stages of 
this disintegration are carried out in. agreement with the 

Mosaic narrative, just as by Boehme,—through appetite for the 

gratification of the animal function, sinking into sleep in conse 

quence of that, becoming sexual, falling—and it is shown how. 
now that the trinity which man bears in himself as a counter- 
part of the tri-personality is marred, so that he who should by 
the spiritualization of body and soul be wholly spiritual, is so 
only in part, and is a merely composite, fragmentary nature, 
the three constituent parts of which may also be separated. 

It is so in death, in the equivocal and often morbid phenomena 

of somnambulism, and in religious ecstasy. 

- C#. Lutterbeck : (Fünf Artikel) Aus Baaders Naturphilosophie, in Froh- 
schammer’s Atkendum, 11. und IIL The same: Zaaders Lehre vom 
Weltgebäude. Frankfort, 1866. 

9. The third and last part of the system is, according to 
Baader, constituted by Zihws. Frequently he also says, — 
Anthropology takes its place beside Theology and Physiology 
as the third part of the system. As only matter that is 
removed from its centre is heavy, so also only to the man 
devoid of moral character has z/ appeared as a burden, z.e., as 
law. Hence the Kantian system of morals with its tantalizing 
striving towards an unattainable conscious goal is properly a 
system of morals for the Devil. The true, z.e., religious and 
hence Christian, Ethics knows that He who gives the law 
also fulfils it in us, so that from being a burden it becomes 
a pleasure and ceases to be law. Hence its cardinal point 
is reconciliation [ Versöhnung] which has more than a merely 
verbal connection with the Son |So4»]| Every system of 
morals that is without a saviour ıs without salvation ; fallen 
man has not the capacity to reintegrate himself ; hereditary 
sin, the seed of the Serpent, hinders him in this. But with 
this seed there remains in him, at the same time, the Idea, 
the seed of the woman, z.e., redeemability. This mere possi- 
bility is actualized by God’s placing Himself on a level with 
fallen man, and the reviving of the image of God that had 
receded before that of Satan, in the conception of Jesus by 
the virgin, the nuptual abode of God, so that in her Son man 
appears as he should be, the moral law become man, which ıs 
of course then not law, but is realized. Like hereditary sin, 
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the correct one, &af chrelien. Experience teaches that not 
this state, but the atheistic, causes tolerance to disappear. 
With the Christian character of the State appears also that 
unlikeness of the. members which is indispensable to every 
true unity. Christianity, itself a world-association, is every- 
where combated where there is a fisht against associations 
and corporations. Impious practice in France, and still more 
impious theory in Germany, by the fact that in the place of 
the only sovereign, God, there has been put the sovereignty 
either of the prince or the people, and thereby the only 
defence against the despotism of the ruler (whether he be one 
or the mass), viz., the State or the corporation, been destroyed, 
has strained all relations ; the mobile, money, has become 
immpbile in the hands of the few; argyrocracy has the servants 
of the chamber for masters of the chamber ; and the peasant, 
who should be attached, not to the soil but, through posses- 
sion, to the territory, is made an outcast.e. Instead of the 
doctrine that the State is a contract with earlier and later 
generations, people see in it, with Rousseau, a contract be- 
tween the individuals of one generation only, and suppose that 
it has a constitution only when every one can put it in his 
pocket. A presentiment of the truth is evinced, in our 
century of deputies instead of membership in the diet, in its 
caricature of the deputy, the chamber of representatives. Since 
such is the case, and since »on progredi est regredt, the way 
must be paved for new forms. Free associations must again 
beget an espril de corps, and since instead of serfs represented 
by lords of the manor have appeared a proletariat, we have 
to do with the fact that these are not represented by deputed 
persons but are protected by an advocateship, which would 
be a worthy function of the priest, who would thereby best 
counteract that hatred of priests which is, witlı most persons, 
the hatred of religion. Before all, must the delusion be given 
up that everything must be done by the government. Instead 
of overmuch formalism, the desideratum is the holding fast 
of certain vital truths: That property is a business, ruling a 
duty, and being ruled a right; that to be subject to merely 
human (especially one's own) authority is unfreedom, etc. 
The succession of the forms of State among the Jewish 
people—theocracy, judge, king, is also that of the theories 
of the State that have appeared. These are related one to 
another as love, law, and authority. For the rest, the State 
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$ 326. 


TRANSITION TO THE CONCLUDING SYSTEMS. 


ı. As in the presentation of the doctrines of Herbart and 
Schopenhauer the citing of particular instances of opposition 
could be omitted all the more that this would have been a 
mere repetition of what $ 4ı of my larger work has said, just 
so is it with a comparison of Baader and Oken, and what was 
said in that work in $ 44, 19. Even where they agree, even 
verbally, the diametrical opposition still remains, and though 
Baader approves Oken’s conception of man as the iron which 
has as its magnet that to which his attention is directed, 
Oken might have seen in the sense in which Baader under- 
stands this, such a perversion of his own meaning, as Baader 
would if Carl Vogt should say, that he entirely agrees with 
him in holding that man is what he eats. This opposition 
may be stated thus: By Oken the whole of philosophy is 
converted into the philosophy of nature, by Baader into the 
philosophy of religion. But just for that reason philosophy, 
if it should aim at being everywhere not both at the same 
time, as Baader will have it, but the one in one part of the 
system and the other in the other, will do well to seek in- 
struction from Oken there, and from Baader here. But the 
latter was given ($ 296, 3) as the problem of the most 
modern philosophy ; hence they have brought philosophy 
considerably nearer the solution, —more perhaps than if they 
had been less one-sided. | 

2. But if we review, now, the manner in which the moments 
combined in Kant have developed themselves, there has, in 
the first place, again made its appearance even within Criti- 
cism itself, through the opposition between Reinhold and his 
critics, who both regarded themselves as the true followers of 
Kant, the opposition that had divided the eighteenth century 
up to the time of Kant; and where it was again resolved 
(by Fichte and Schelling), there is given a more enduring 
reconciliation than Kant himself could have brought about. 
That philosophy must be ideal-realism, is settled. It has, in 
the second place, been shown in the opposition of the Science 
of Knowledge and the System of Identity, that the union of 
pantheism and individualism, as attempted by Kant, was far 
irom being the complete solution of the second problem of 
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the latest philosophy, but that it was necessary to get beyond 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries by the setting up 
of a theory that made possible a concrete monotheism and a 
view of the State in which neither the individual is sacrificed 
to the whole, nor vice versa. This, Schelling, together with 
his friends, attempted in his Doctrine of Freedom. But now, 
since, in the third place, the sides that had been united by 
the bond of his personality, and which had caused to appear 
in him, first, the philosopher who adopted ancient views and 
deified Nature and State, then the philosopher who adopted 
the medisval way of thinking and immersed himself in God, 
had become, in the most marked manner, free and distinct in 
Baader and Oken, the period has come in which the third 
problem also may find its solution, namely, the problem of 
framing a system in which (without the giving up of the two 
conquests just mentioned) Antiquity and the Middle Ages 
appear in the service of the nineteenth century ; where cos- 
mosophy and theosophy become moments in anthroposophic 
philosophy. 

3. Of the three systems which until now appear to have 
most fully solved this problem, the Janentheism of KRAUSE, 
the Janlogism of HEGEL, and the Zosztive philosophy of SCHEL- 
LING, the third, since Schelling expressly confesses that he 
gained through Hegel the insight that what he had taught 
up till then was only a part of the whole system, and, because 
the latter did not begin to become known till after Hegel’s 
death, and, even after being put forth in the Authentu Ex- 
position, contains only individual parts entirely wrought out, 
and, regarding many things, only fruitful hints, must be 
separated from the other two and assigned to the section 
which considers the ferment in German Philosophy since 
Hegel’s death. But it may be mentioned even here that the 
union, not easily arain to be found, of early ripeness, long 
life, and youthful-minded old age, made it possible that the 
same person should become a successor in that in which he 
had been a predecessor. 


B.—-KRAUSES PANENTHEISM. 


$ 327. 


1. KARL CHrisTtIan FRIEDRICH Krause (born May 6th, 
1781, after 1802 Privatdocent in Jena, after 1804 in retired 
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life in Dresden, in Berlin in 1814, in the following year again 
in Dresden, after 1823 Privatdocent in Göttingen, died, when 
about to habilitate himself in Munich, on the 27th of Septem- 
ber, 1832). A complete list of his works, both those pub- 
lished by himself and those published after his death by’ his 
pupils, is to be found in $45 of the work of mine which I 
have so often cited.. As the most important are to be 
mentioned: Plan of a System of Philosophy (Jena, 1804); 
System of a Theory of Morals (1810); The Prototype of 
Humanity (1811); Sketch of the System of Philosophy : the 
first division, Analytıal Philosophy (1825); Sketch of the 
System of Logic (1828) ; Sketch of the System of the Philosophy 
of Right (1828); Lectures on the System of Philosophy 
(1828); Leetures on the Fundamental Truthsof Science (1829). 
To these are to be added the works that came out after his 
death through the exertions of von Leonhardi: Ze 7; 
of Knowledge, The Absolute Philosophy of Religion, Spirit 
of the History of Humanıty, Biology and Philosophy of 
History. (His many works on mathematics, and on music, 
in which he was a virtuoso, as also the works in Freemasonry, 
which are decisive as regards the fortunes of his life, are here 
passed by.) 

Lindemann : Uldersichtliche Darstellung des Lebens und der Wissenschafts- 


lehre C. Chr. F. Krauses und dessen Siandpunktes zur Friemaurer- 
drüderschaft. München, ‚1839. 


2. According to Krause, —Spinoza, Schelling, Wagner and 
Hegel are right in representing philosophy as absolutism, 
z.e., as the theory of the absolute. This theory, particularly 
as developed by Schelling in his riper (later) works, as, e.e., 
in the Memorial, should not be called.a theory of the All as 
God, but of the All as in God, not pantheism but panentheism, 
since it merely teaches that “God essentiates everything 
finite in, under, and through Himself.” To the philosophy 
of faith and feeling a theory is obviously repugnant which, 
in opposition to its unknowability of God, makes God the 
proper object of knowledge, in opposition to its certainty 
(only) of the finite, makes precisely this the most uncertain 
of all things. Just so also does it stand in opposition to 
the subjective science of self represented by Kant and Fichte, 
to which the individual rational being is the highest. And 
yet, in spite of this opposition to absolutism, true philosophy 
must concede to those subjective tendencies their due, 


672 TIIIRD PERIOD OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. 1$ 327, 4 


found in the self-viewing of the Ego, leads beyond the Ego, 
both because of the being limited by other Egos, of whose 
existence I cannot doubt, and of the fact that the individual 
functions of the Ego limit themselves. Finitude or limited- 
ness belongs only to what is part of a whole; since the 
part stands related to the whole as the consequent to the 
ground, not every existence, but every finite existence, postu- 
lates a ground or whole, in which or by which it is founded. 
The Ego, since it is a unitary essence and is also Ainite, points 
to two wholes—to nature, of which its body (it as bodily 
nature) is part, and to reason, of which its mind (it as 
thought-nature) is a part. But just so do these two, since 
they are limited, point to an essence that is above them, 
which may therefore be termed original essence (Urwesen). 
But even this points to a still higher thought. The syllable 
ur (=ueber, over) indicates a relation; that which trans- 
cends all relations, hence is absolutely non-relative, is to be 
designated God or essence absolutely, hence not with the 
artie. The viewing of essence or God is the one and un- 
conditioned viewing which as presentiment accompanies all 
others and gi$es them support, so that “As trueas God lives” 
is the highest asseveration, and guarantees reality to all that, 
without the intuition of essence, would have only the valıdity 
of a problematical thing, a dream. The viewing of essence, 
Schelling’s intellectual perception, Hegel's absolute Idea, is 
the terminal point of the Analytical Course, which is necessary 
because we find ourselves outside it, and philosophy is, there- 
fore, the theory of essence, knowledge of God ; the expression 
knowledge of the world is far from being adequate. 

4. If, in the Analytical Course, subjectivism received due 
recognition, so does absolutism in the Obyective-Synthetic 
Course, which, just because it is the correlate of the former, 
follows the diametrically opposite way. In the Zucyelopaedia 
of Philosophical Sciences accompanying his posthumous work 
on Knowledge, Krause gives a conspectus of the organic 
structure of this, by far the more important, part of his philo- 
sophy. It begins with the consideration of “ Essence,” and 
science as occupying itself with essence, before the latter is 
eonceived as original essence, and hence, as pure theory of 
essence, constitutes the real Zoundation-Science, is at the same 
time Ontology and Theology. With the exception of Hegel, 
the moderns have unjustihably neglected this, a fact that has 
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‚ ality, oppositionality, and compeositionality (z.e., thesis, anti- 
thesis, and synthesis), there must then again be opposed to 
these categories their opposites (hence to wholeness parthood, 
to rightness counter-rightness as, in negative quantity, limit 
or finiteness is opposed to comprehension, etc.) ; finally, those 
opposed to one another must be combined with one another 
in order to have the entire organic structure of the absolute 
essentialities, under which at last appears perfection, also, as 
the actual proof that it is attained.. The combinations of 
individual categories, the possibility of which lies in the fact 
that of every essentiality of God every other can be predi- 
cated, are to be numerically determined by calculation of 
combinations. (Krause very often praises the Schoolmen just 
because of that for which they are ridiculed, viz., the fact that 
they had formed such words as alerılas, quidılas, hwecceitas. 
This is explicable : the last-mentioned words show a literal 
agreement with Lully [v:@. $ 206, 5], of whom he otherwise 
appears to know nothing.) Whereas the theory of essence as 
such, or the eternal essentialities, forms the foundation for a 
group of philosophical disciplines which Krause designates as 
formal theories, or theories of essentiality, like mathematics, 
the fundamental conception of which results from a union of 
wholeness and limitation, etc., the content of the material 
theories, or theories of essence, is formed by the answering 
of the question as to what God is wzlhin and under Himself. 
(Instead of zs, it would perhaps be better to say Aas, since 
Krause expressiy says, What God is zz» Himself, signiftes 
entire essentiality of essence ; while what God is | has] v2/4:n 
Himself ıs only a partial aspect of essence; and in another 
place, Beauty ıs an essentiality not only wz£kın, but in [as] 
essence.) The transition to this is formed by the fact that ıt 
we consider more closely the notions oppositeness, order and 
ground, which were found in all the complete tables of cate- 
gories, this leads to the result that essence must be conceived 
as original (z.e., over-) essence. Whereas, now, essence only 
feels and thinks zse/f, is in itself or within itself, essence-as- 
original-essence is within that which is comprehended by it, 
the totality of things, the world, thinks the world and in re- 
lation to it. Therefore the ordinary consciousness, when God 
is in question, always thinks of essence-as-original-essence. 
The pre-supposition to that, essence, transcends its horizon. 

5. The essences which God is wz/Arn Himself or which stand 
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it shows how man comes, here, to manifest God in his life, and 
how God comes to resign Himself to man, which is not to be 
understood as if God lapsed into any change. God is not 
love, but He displays the attribute of love. Man means here 
not only the individual; even the combinations of men have 
for their basis the Divine bond, to which the Church is related 
merely as a weak reflection, since it does not even embrace 
the whole of earthly humanity. 

6. Besides the various theories of Essence, which, as 
material philosophical disciplines, had treated of what is v22Aın 
God, there are, in the second place, the formal disciplines, 
which, inasmuch as they draw further consequences from what 
God is ı# Himself, can be called (applied) theories of Essenti- 
ality. Here appears first MatAesis, which, since magnitude 
unites the two categories of wholeness and limitedness, may be 
termed the theory of wholeness; and when it treats of the 
whole as regards its content it is analysis, when as regards 
its form, the theory of combination, when these united, com- 
binatory analysis ; in its application to time, space, motion, and 
force, chronology, geometry, mechanics, and dynamics. The 
endeavour to -replace formule by words, and the demon- 
stration that all arithmetical combinations express not only 
numerical operations but real relations, often place Krause 
in coincidence with J. J. Wagner. Next in the series after 
Mathesis, as the second formal science, is Zogze, which has, 
not merely, as heretofore, to describe analytically and histori- 
eally, but also to show that the laws and forms of thought 
have objective validity. Hegel, who obviously errs when he 
makes logic the whole of metaphysics, is the only one, says 
Krause, who has divined the true significance of logic. He 
then points out violations of the three well-known laws of 
thought, which govern thought because the categories upon 
which they rest are essentialities of Essence, to which 
(Essence) all thought is directed. Just so, conception, judg- 
ment and inference are not only subjective forms, but, since 
Essence is a self, we must self-view (comprehend), since it 
is relation, we must view relation (judge), et. As the third 
formal science, is to be mentioned „Zsthetics, because beauty, 
whose realization in art it treats of, is a characteristic of 
Essence, so that all represented beauty is properly God-like- 
ness, harmonious union of unity and multiplicity. Krause 
sees in the opera the perfect work of art; just as all other 
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works of art will become realized when the artists shall have 
united themselves in an art-union and this is united with the 
science-union. In view of the recognition which as a tribute 
Krause pays to Herbart’s application of mathematics to 
psychology, one might be tempted to regard also this as an 
agreement with him, that his Zikzcs follows ZEsthetics as the 
fourth formal science. But the agreement goes no further. 
Besides the Z’eory of Morals, are to be employed, as sources 
for Krause's ethical theories, the Prototype of Humanity, the 
Philosophy of Right, and the posthumous works, particularly 
the Phulosophy of Alıstory. As the category of beauty forms 
the foundation for Esthetics so does that of life for Ethics 
The sum of Ethics is the essential represented in life, or the 
reproduction in life of that part of the highest good (God) 
which can be actualized by man. Inasmuch as the original 
and fundamental will works ın the volition of the fully conscious 
man, it operates therein in archetypal conceptions, as univer- 
sal willand law. ‘ Do thou will and do the good as good,” is 
the ethical formula which Krause lays down, and out of which 
he deduces, among others, also the Kantian. Evil embraces 
both badness and misfortune, is conceived by Krause as 
nothing positive, as mere limitation, as transitory, indeed, in 
the majority of cases, as mere illusion. The theory of morals 
(theory of rational life), however, treats man not only as a par- 
ticular individual but shows how he makes himself a member 
of society, which must be regarded as higher man. This is 
done in a society of the virtuous, the description of which is 
given particularly by the Proiotype of Humanity. Since the 
fulälling of the destiny of man is conditioned not by him 
alone but also by temporal circumstances, and, among these, by 
such as depend upon the freedom of others, the organism of 
these temporally free conditions of rational life, z.e., the Kıekt, 
is to be considered more closely. Every one is a person of 
richt, z.e., has a claim of right and an obligation of right, ıor 
the protection of which the State exists. But conversely, 
only the person has rights, though it does not confiict with the 
conception of tlıe person, that he should beconıe a means for 
a higher person of right. Only, from this must not be in- 
ferred that the individual person first gets his right through 
society; he has it from God. Just as little is there a right 
of the State that is first given by the State-compact, but, on 
the contrary, right is prior, the compact only the form of its 
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existencee. Among the powers of the State, which in the im- 
mature condition of the State do not at all work in separation 
from one another, though in the perfect condition they work 
autonomically and harmoniously, the judicial is treated most 
fully, and in particular, punishment, which is regarded merely 
as an educating agency. The theory of retaliation and punish- 
ment by death find in Krause a decided opponent. Constitu- 
tional monarchy he considers as a transition to the perfect 
form of the State. In no form of the State has the individual 
the right of revolution, in all there is error, but providence 
leads to the goal, even through blood and tears. 

7. Although, with the foundation-science, the theories of 
essence and the theories of the essentialities, philosophy, 
according to Krause, properly, is concluded, it is nevertheless 
entirely correct, wheri an adherent of his theory designates the 
Philosophy of History as the real culminating point of his sys- 
tem. In this, that is to say, there unite themselves philosophical 
and historical knowledge, which he had first opposed to one 
another in his discussions on science. Inasmuch as both 
sides of science are here united, this is not only the crown of 
science in general but also of philosophy, and must therefore 
be considered here. As is ethics, so also is the PAzlosophy of 
History connected with the foundation-science by the category, 
life. To what was developed there, iısadded here the narrower 
qualification that the life, not, it is true, of essence absolutely 
considered, nor even of the infinite essences ın God, nature, 
reason, and humanity, but in limited humanities and in- 
dividuals, passes through the three stages of germination, 
youth, and maturity, each of which again exhibits the same 
three in diminished scale. Earthly humanity, which had its 
origin through generalio aguivoca (as Oken holds), has its 
germinal period of life, in which it lived in a magnetic 
primitively serene condition with the original essence, behind 
it, and only the memory of which continues in the sayings about 
the golden age. The age of growth closed its first period, 
that of polytheism, with Jesus, who allied himself with the 
society of Essenes; its second period, that of the monotheistic 
union with God, which led to contempt of the world and 
to the rule of priests, with the restoration of the sciences. 
Its third, the two opposite tendencies of which produced the 
powerful secret organizations of the Freemasons and the 
Jesuits, expires, and there dawns the age of maturity, in which 
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will fall the consummation of all partial societies, as also that 
of all genuine human endeavours, of the life of right, virtue, 
and union, in great as in small. Certainly all members of 
earthly humanity and, perhaps even it itself, as a member of 
the great humanity, will join in social union with all others, 
Perhaps such an intercourse transcending earth will be pos- 
sible for us only after we have become spirits. But it must 
appear ; for, since the number of spirits does not increase, there 
must, after maturity is completed and death has appeared, 
begin another, higher life. But even the present is not the 
first ; the fruit of every life passes over into the next, perhaps 
up to a higher planet. Genius is such a fruit of the fore-life. 
Just for this reason also approaching old-age, is, neither for 
the individual nor for (partial) humanity, a mere misfortune, 
for at the same time approaches also the new birth to a 
higher existence. Just for this reason the highest goal, the 
universal union of humanity, approaches ever nearer. 


$ 328. 
TRANSITION TO HeEcGeL. 


Of a system the author of which boasts that it may bear all 
names that have ever been given to a philosophical view, but 
has in particular mediated and united absolutism with sub- 
jectivism, it may be demanded that none of the sides that 
have hitherto had validity, be allowed by it to fall short. If 
this be done, it is discovered that the (one-sided) view repre- 
sented by Spinoza and Schelling is much more favoured than 
that of which Kant, Fichte and Jacobi are representatives. 
Even the fact that the Analytical Course has more the 
character of a mere introduction, and that the possibility 
is assumed that no one can place himself without it on the 
standpoint of the viewing of Essence, proves this ; although 
Krause by the fact of his dependence upon the analytical 
philosophy for his deductions repeatedly proves that it is still 
more, the concessions to subjectivism appear almost as if they 
were made against his will. And now, indeed, in the content 
of the Theory of Essence, —the eagerness with which every- 
thing is banished from God that could make Him a process, 
contrasts so strongly with Fichte’s assertion that God is a suc- 
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cession of occurrences, that one cannot avoid remarking a pre- 
ponderance of the System of Identity. Just on that account, 
hardly an adherent of Schelling is so frequently cited as he 
who was an adherent only so long as Schelling advocated 
the System of Identity, viz, Wagner. But, for this reason, 
Krause does not get beyond conceiving nature and the realm 
of spirit as standing upon a level and as ranged one beside 
the other. Fichte's contempt for nature made so little im- 
pression upon him that he was unable to conceive nature as 
the point of transition to spirit, as did Schelling in his Doc- 
trine of Freedom. But just in consequence of this, spirit 
remains, with him, merely soul, which is of course co-ordinate 
with the body, and he attributes spirit even to animals. With 
this harmonizes that fondness which Krause displays for 
the naturalist Oken, and the aversion which he displays to- 
‘wards the theosophist Baader. Like the former, he sees in 
evil at most only a lawless accident, which does not at all 
change the course of the whole, and nothing fills him with such 
indignation as the theory of the Devil and the punishments 
of Hell, to which the latter so often recurs. Hence the con- 
trast with what Baader teaches at this point, regarding the 
conception of tlıe person of Christ, who is for Krause only an 
enlightened Essene, of the Church, which is.to him only a 
religious association, and of the ecclesiastical philosophers, 
who have no other merit than to have introduced new terms. 
On account of this one-sidedness, and because Hegel himself 
does not go so far where the opposite one-sidedness prevails, 
as Krause does in his, the former must be given a place above 
the latter. But this does not prevent the recognition of the 
fact that Krause has, in his Foundation-Science, analysed, like 
Hegel, most precisely that Zrzus of nature and spirit, the 
consideration of which Schelling, before the philosophy of 
nature and spirit, only demands, and has given again to philo- 
sophy the ontology of which Kant had robbed it. One mav 
always criticise his theory of categories: that also his crities 
themselves regard such a theory as necessary, is his justifica- 
tion. With this merit is joined another: by the union of the 
two Courses, and the position harmonizing with that, that in 
the system of philosophy everything must be twice considered, 
viz., in the ascent to Essence and the descent from it. he 
has again suggested what Fichte had demanded of philosoı:hv, 
and yet had just as little accomplished as the System of Iden: :y 
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and the Doctrine of Freedom, viz., that the course of philo- 
sophy should be a line returning upon itself (cf. $ 316, r). 
One who retains the line to which the magnet of the System 
of Identity gave place in the Doctrine of Freedom converts, 
with Krause, that Zrius of nature and spirit, or that God 
as alpha, that God who is not God, into a system of categories, 
and who, like the Doctrine of Freedom, and, like Krause, 
passes from this ontology to the "philosophy of nature, 
and proceeds from that point, like the Doctrine of Freedom, 
but otherwise than Krause, to spirit, as that to which nature 
is subordinated, and then like Krause, but otherwise than 
the Doctrine of Freedom, bends the terminal point of the line 
back to its beginning in such a manner that it becomes a 
closed curve,—to him will necessarily be given the evidence 
that he more than all the rest has accomplished what is 
required by the philosopher of the nineteenth century. This 
honour would remain his even if it could be shown that he 
had discovered much less even than many others, and that a 
great part of what he reaped was sown by others. The system 
of Hegel to which this place is here assigned presents, in 
performing all this, that justihcation which has hitherto always 
been called philosophico-historical necessity. The world- 
historical necessity lies in the fact, that the human mind had 
become weary of permitting the omnipotence of a brilliant 
despot lawlessly to appear against all individuals, that the ex- 
tremes of anarchy and despotism to which he had gone had 
aroused against him the longinze for a condition that obviated 
both. In the same way as, in France, the Restoration was 
related to the Empire and the Republic, so, in Germany, 
Hegel's Panlogism is related to the Science of Knowledge and 
the System of Identity. This name, Panlorısm, is intended 
to designate a system according to which the reason is every- 
thing, or what means the same thing, unreason is nothing. It. 
is misunderstood, if there is found in it the suggestion that only 
the All (in opposition to individuals) is reason and actuality. 
How reason and individuality are related is an investigation 
the result of which that name does not at all anticipate, so 
that it does not in any way designate the same tlıat others 
have called logical pantheism. 
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C.—HEGEL’S PANLOGISM. 


$ 329. 


I. GEORG WILHELM FRIEDRICH HEGEL was born in Stutt- 
gart on the 27th of August, 1770, allied himself in Tübingen 
with Schelling, who was five years younger than himself, but 
to whom at that time he always subordinated himself, lived 
several years, as family tutor, in Switzerland and Frankfort, 
in the latter of which places the ideas that until then had 
been in a chaos of ferment crystallized into a system, the 
main divisions of which were Foundation-Science, Science of 
Nature, and Science of Spirit. In the year ı801 he betook 
himself to Jena, and published, before he habilitated himself 
as Docent, his Diference between the Systems of Fichte and 
Schelling (1801), a work the title of which is really the fore- 
shadowing of Hegel’s definition, that to decide means to place 
one's self on a higher standpoint than the contending sides. 
Hegel at that time supposed himself to be wholly in agree- 
ment with Schelling. But when he applies the formula, first 
employed by Schelling, that the System of Identity is objec- 
tive idealism and the Science of Knowledge subjective 
idealism, there lies in that formula really the confession that 
philosophy must transcend both, must be subjective-objec- 
tive, 2.e. absolute idealism. A real deviation from Schelling, 
and a proof that the Fichtean element is powerful in 
him, is that Hegel assigns to art a place below religion. 
From 1801 to 1806 Hegel lectured, first as Privatdocent, then 
as extraordinary professor, at first as a colleague of.Schelling, 
with whom he edited the Kritische Journal für Phulosophie. 
The fact that a dispute could arise, regarding the authorship 
of one of the articles appearing in the Journal, proves how 
much the two men were in agreement with one another. (My 
view that the dissertation, Oz the Relation of the Philosophy 
of Nature to Philosophy in General, belongs to Schelling, 
whereas those on Rückert and Weiss, as also- that on 
Construction in Philosophy, belong to Hegel, is supported by 
tie testimony of trustworthy contemporaries. Weiss him- 
self ascribes the first dissertation, Bachmann the second, to 
Hegel. The late privy-councillor, Joh. Schulze, possessed 
a copy ofthe Arıtische Journal of his student days, in which 
an index, written by himself at that time, ascribes the Intro- 
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Of these, vols. ix.-xv. and xviii. contain the .lectures published 
after his death, all the rest having already been printed. 


K. Rosenkranz: Georg Wilhelm Friedrich HegePs Leben. Berlin, 1844. 
R. Haym : Zegel und seine Zeit. Berlin, 1857. On the opposite side, 
K. Rosenkranz : Apologie Hegel’s gegen Dr. R. Haym. Berlin, 1853, 
The same: Zegel als deutsche National Philosoph. Leipzig, 1871. 


2. It is necessary, in the first place, to avoid the extremes 
presented by Fichte and Schelling, in that the former gives us 
to understand that only moral turpitude hinders man's rising 
to intellectual perception, whereas the latter would grant 
the capacity for this, like poetic talent, only to a select few. 
Both had brought philosophy into an equally negative rela- 
tion to the ordinary consciousness, in that they, and particularly 
their adherents, could only say, in the one case, that it would 
not, in the other, that it could not, rise to the absolute stand- 
point. This assumed superiority, particularly of many 
Schellingians, who with their master regarded any explana- 
tion regarding philosophy as a desecration of it; and contemned 
it as a lapsing intoethe philosöphy of reflection and mere 
metaphysics of the understanding, Hegel, now, antagonized in 
his Phenomenology, the preface of which has not unjustly 
been called a public disavowal, addressed, if not to Schel- 
ling, nevertheless to his school. He recognised therein 
not only the “wonderful power of the understanding,” which 
has a right to be considered in rational knowledge, as also 
the justification of reflection, by which the absolute know- 
ledge becomes a mediated knowledge and no longer, as if 
shot out of a pistol, begins with the absolute; but he says 
expressly that the common consciousness can demand that a 
ladder be furnished it upon which it can ascend to the abso- 
lute standpoint. This demand is especially justiied by the 
character of the present age. The powers which, as the 
spiritual substance of the individual subjects, earlier ruled this 
age have lost their might; just so is man weary of empty and 
mere subjectivity;; it is required that the subject may again 
become certain of that lost substantiality, hence that the true 
be not only substance but subjective. This comes to pass 
Just by the fact that the true, which is primarily only spiritual 
substance, becomes, in uniting with self-consciousness, absolute 
spirit, or science. LThe Phenomenology, now, undertakes the 
problem of showing in its necessity, the growth of science from 
the lowest form of knowledge to the highest, by pointing out 


) 
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(who studies a higher science again passes through the prepara- 
tory branches without dwelling upon them.” If, now, Hegel 
shows that the individual mind, when it refuses to remain 
lodged in an unsolved contradiction, must progress from con- 
sciousness to self-consciousness, from this to (the law-dis- 
covering and law-giving) reason, from this to (the ethical) 
spirit, from this to (art and) religion, finally from this to 
absolute knowledge, in which last the content of thought, the 
absolute Spirit, is freed from the form of objectivity, which it 
has for the religious idea, he presents these six stages as at 
the same time forms through which humanity (the world- 
spirit) has passed „Jand the presentation acquires a feature in 
the highest degree original by the fact that frequently merely 
the repetition of the world-historical course in the individual 
consciousness, now again precisely this or that world-form, 
hovers before the author's mind, when seeking to show the 
transitory or partial character of a stage of view. The P%e- 
nomenolosy shows, therefore, through what forms humanity 
passed before absolute knowledge was attained in it, and 
through what conditions the individual must pass before it 
can arrive at absolute knowledge. Upon this stage of com- 
prehensive knowledge, which has all earlier stages for its 
presupposition, that knowledge which upon the preceding stage 
was felt, believed, etc., z.e, what had existed there as (its) 
substance (ruling it), is known as the act of the subject; this 
change into the subject is then knowledge. Science is, there- 
tore, comprehended history, the Recollection and the Calvary 
of the absolute Spirit, t0 which only out of the cup of this 
realm of spirits mantles its infinity. 

3. The fundamental science, which Hegel calls Zogie, but 
remarks at the same time that it may equally well be called 
Metaphysics or Ontology, begins with the determination, 
produced by the ZPhenomenology, which in so far may be 
termed as regards this subject the First Part of the investiga- 
tions, to comprehend, or to think purely (not with an object 
or a presentation before the mind). It has for its subject 
what, according to Schelling’s expression, which was adopted 
by Hegel, is the Zrius of Nature and Spirit, or God, as 
alpha and not as omega, in short, what in the System of 
Identity was called the Absolute, or Reason. But where 
‚ Schelling’s, Authentic Exposition held a definition to on 

sufficient,( Hegel deemed a whole science necessary, which 
7 
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Second Part, which treats of Zssence (likewise in three sec- 
tions: Essence as such, Appearance, Actuality), closes with 
that category which was for Fichte the most important, 
Reciprocity (vzd. $ 312, 3), that full development of tran- 
sient causality, which the pantheist Schopenhauer combats, 
just as Spinoza had antagonized causality. It is the thought 
of the Must in contradistinction to Being which in the second 
Part of the Zogze is explained as the highest, the real absolute. 
The process does not end there; rather, the 7%ırd Part, as 
uniting the two main thoughts of the other two parts, tran- 
scends them. By the term conception (Begr:f‘) in the wide 
sense, which he applies to this Part as its title, Hegel 
designates, that is to say, inner, self-active Nature, or 
essence impelling itself into Being, hence what he calls also 
subjectivity. (Conception, Objectivity, and Idea are the 
headings of the three sections.) Here now, particularly in the 


‚first section, is especially maintained the point of view (as 


already by Schelling, after the Zruno, and also by Wagner 
and Krause) that the forms of thought treated in formal 
logic, Conception, Judgment, Syllogism, have at the same 
time the meaning of real relations, so that we judge only 
because and as objectivity is a judgment, syllogize only as it 
zs asyllogism. This is carried through the individual forms 
of judgment and figures of the syllogism. Through the con- 
ception of teleological connection, which proves to be the 
highest objective relation, just as the syllogism had been the 
highest subjective relation, Hegel makes the transition to the 
highest category, or, what means the same thing, the totality 
ofall. This is the Idea, and the Idea as it is with the stages 
of immediacy and mediation behind it, as the absolute, self- 
mediating Idea. By /dea is to be understood self-end, final 
end; by absolute /dea, not the final end which has yet to be 
realized (as with Fichte), just as little the real, hence accom- 
plised end (as with Schelling), but the self-realizing final end. 
It is the real absolute. It is reason ; and is this, only as the 
self-connectings of the relations of reason, as their passage into 
one another, or as their dialectic. In the dialectic of the Idea, 
the course of reason, consists the actual logic, which we per- 
ceive, for example, in the world; the science of logic is merely an 
accompaniment of this (hence method, uedodos); and as it has 
taught us, in the first place, what reason is (self-realizing end), 
just so, secondly, it has taught us what the way is by which 
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:there appears here, as counterpart, the fact that Hegel is 
‚annoyed when a nebula is again analysed, etc. In harmony 
with this rather unjust estimate of nature, is Hegel's unfair- 
ness towards the Empiricists, and, among the Philosophers of 
Nature, those who had set the greatest store by Empiricism, 
‚viz., towards Steffens, and above all Oken. If he had paid to 
the latter in the PAzlosophy of Nature the honour which in 
‚his Phdlosophy of Religion he rendered to Franz Baader much 
would be different. Reverence for Kepler, and friendship 
with Goethe, occasioned the attacks upon Newton, which 
Hegel himself in the successive editions of the Zxcyelopedia 
softened by withdrawing the most acrimonious expressions. 
In no direction has Hegel left so much to be done as in the 
Philosophy of Nature, and in no direction has his school ac- 
complished less. Asregards that in which Hegel's PAulosophy 
of Nature, above all, falls short of the requirements set by 
himself, and the fact that there appears here frequently a 
corresponding but diametrically opposed one-sidedness, as in 
Krause,—on this point there are some remarks in the critical 
observations which, in my often-mentioned larger work, 
.$$ 47-52 of which set forth the system of ‚Hegel, I have 
appended to the account of his PAllosophy of Nature ($ 49). 
The ZPArlosophy of Nature closes with the consideration of 
death, in which the inadequateness of the individual to uni- 
versality permits the individual to perish in the interests of the 
latter.. This is, however, only one side, the abstract; at the 
same time, it is thereby said, that the distinction of the 
universal and the individual has disappeared, a unity of both 
is posited in which the former is with itself, ze., thinks. 
Therewith is posited the conception of Spirit, and the destiny 
‚and tendency of nature to destroy itself, like the phanix, 
and to come forth as spirit, attains fulfilment. Spirit, in- 
asmuch as it makes nature its presupposition, is the power 
over it, is as its end prior to it, sees in it its own reflex,— 
which is just what the Philosophy of Nature affords. 

5. The Philosophy of Spirit forms the Third Part of the 
system. Spirit also is, like nature, Idea, Reason, Abso- 
lute. It is such, as being-with-itself, as conscious freedom, 
hence adequate, absolute form. First in order is Hegel's 
Doctrine of Subjective Spirit. (The name Ssychology, which 
is commonly applied to this science, he uses only for the 
last part of the same.) The few propositions in which 
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as a limitation of freedom. Rather is it the reality of that: 
what zs limited by right is only arbitrary will. But just 
so he shows that oralıly has for its highest principle con- 
science, this subjective power in which the good is united with 
the possibility of evil, and which Hegel could treat the more 
briefly in his PAtlosophy of the State, since the inner dialectic of 
this principle had been so fully treated in the PAenomenology 
of Spirit. As to the assumption of a sphere above these two, 
which had been separated by Kant, a hint had really been 
given by Kant himself, which suggests even the name to be 
chosen for it,—the Doctrine of Right and Virtue. Later, Kant 
prefixed a common title, and called them together MetapAy- 
sics of Morals. Instead of a mere title, we have in Hegel an 
integral, with him the leading, chapter of Ethics, the Doctrine 
of Social Morality, which (upon the basis of such expres- 
sions as moral certainty, etc.) he distinguished from individual 
morality in such a way that the latter is made to rest only upon 
a subjective obligation. Here, now, are treated only such ethi- 
cal institutions as suffer equally much if they are regarded 
merely as legal and if they are regarded as only moral, the 
Family, Civil Society, and the State ; hence what Schleier- 
macher had called Goods ($ 315, 8). In all these communities 
there is shown to be rationality, z.e., justification or ethical 
necessity ; so that, therefore, they do not need another, e.g., a 
religious, sanction ; for religion, since in general it had not 
thus far appeared in his system, can, wherever it is in ques- 
tion, be considered only by a digression. It was above re- 
marked that Hegel in his treatise on Natural Right places 
in the forefront the conception of ethical organisms, after the 
manner of the ancients. When his PAllosophy of the State 
appeared, ‚the subjective view of Natural Right greatly pre- 
vailed; and although Hegel himself now conceded much 
more than formerly to the right of subjectivity, his theories 
are, nevertheless, too much in contrast with what was taught 
by the school of Fries, and by other schools, not to have been 
decried as inimical to freedom. Even among its readers of 
to-day many will find too old-fashioned his declaring it a 
more ethical initiation of marriage if the parents’ than one's 
own inclination makes the choice ; not liberal enough his de- 
fending corporations and guilds, or his requiring that those who 
constitute the authority in communities, and not chosen repre- 
sentatives, should represent them in the chambers, etc. Here 
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all are, and thus gives an account of the four kingdoms of the 
world—the (Oriental) despotism, the (Grecian and Roman) 
republic, and (Germanic) freedom, the political form of which 
is monarchy. 

7. Hegel, precisely as Schelling, knows that the restless 
praxis which rules in the ethical sphere, and allows of no 
attainment of the goal, cannot, as Fichte had supposed, be 
the highest, but that there must be a sphere in which pas- 
sion, without which nothing whatever can be accomplished, 
must cease, and where the subject does not yield to the 
course of circumstances in cold resignation, but Psyche washes 
from her wings the dust gathered there in disagreeable labour. 
This sphere is that in which the subject knows itself as recon- 
ciled with the universal powers, natural as well as spiritual ; 
and which, because the subject is delivered from fear, just 
as those powers are from their wrath, displays the adso/ute 
Spirit, a term by which is meant, therefore, a relation of 
spirit to spirit, or spirit that is reconciled with spirit. Such 
absoluteness, now, Schelling rightly saw in the enjoyment of 
art, and Hegel therefore treats, in the Zesures on Esthetics 
(Wks.,x. pp. 1, 2, 3) of Art as the first manifestation of enjoyed 
harmony, 2.e., of the absolute Spirit. The work of art as 
the representative of the beautiful displays the absolute in 
sensuous existence, the Idea as existing, and is an appeal to 
the responsive breast, a summons to the mind, to which 
it affords not only theoretical knowledge, not only practical 
satisfaction, but raises ıt above both forms of finitude to the 
highest enjoyment. This the work of art does, as well where 
it represents symbolical (oriental, sublime) beauty, as where 
it represents classical (real) beauty, and, finally, where it 
represents romantic (spiritual, modern) beauty. The various 
forms of Art embody themselves in the individual arts; so 
that within each there are again repeated the three forms, 
the—even in order of time—first, symbolic art, architec- 
ture appearing as symbolic in the monument, as classical in 
the house of God, the temple, as romantic in the dome or 
house of the people, etc. The romantic arts, music and paint- 
ing, present between them the relation of the symbolical 
(architecture) and classical (sculpture), and repeat themselves 
in the art Jar excellence, which is the totality of art, and hence 
. appears everywhere—poetry ; which, being pictorial in the 
epic, musical in lyric poetry, reaches perfection in the drama, 
although at the same time it points to a higher sphere. 
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Therein is contained a double self-surrender, grace from one 
side, sacrifice from the other, which are united, in that God 
dwells in the self-renouncing self-consciousness-: Hence the 
culminating point of the cultus is constant self-surrender to 
the moral community, z.e., the life in the State, the relation of 
which to religion can be discussed here for the first time. 
To the Second Part of the Philosophy of Religion Hegel has 
given the superscription, Definite Religion. As the First 
Part had treated of the essence or conception of religion, so 
this Part treats of it as phenomenon, or, as it objectifies itself, 
z.e., as it gradually approximates the complete realization of 
its conception. Hegel cannot call this Part, Philosophy of 
Mythology, as Schelling later calls it, because he treats also of 
the forms of religious consciousness which do not take cogni- 
zance of myths and are not regarded by Schelling as religion, 
and, again, such as no longer have myths. The first charac- 
terization is true of the lowest of religions, which Hegel treats 
under the heading Natural Religion, the religion of magic, in 
which the individual man mastered by his desire comes in the 
moment of need to feel himself to be and act as if he were ab- 
solute power itself. Schelling will concede religion to neither 
the savage peoples nor the Chinese, whom Hegel here treats 
of. Thesecond characterization finds application in the Jewish 
religion, which, as the religion of sublimity, Hegel treats of 
before the (Grecian) religion of beauty and the (Roman) religion 
of conformity to end; of course in such a manner that in the 
transition to the Christian religion he refers back to it. The 
Third Part, entitled Absolute Religion, treats of religion in 
that form which in its manifestation has become adequate to 
its essence, its objectivity to its conception, hence the real 
or true (ideal) religion. Since in this religion the essence of 
religion, the reconciliation of God and man, forms the real 
content, itself becomes known, it is the revealed religion ; 
whereas the fact that it is the revealed religion, z.e., comes 
into consciousness as something positive, appears as that 
which is unessential, since it is not to remain positive 
but to become changed, by the witness of the Spirit, into 
something rational. (These propositions may be compared 
with what Schleiermacher [$ 315, 6] and Lessing [$ 294, 16] 
have said.) This religion of truth and freedom appears in 
the Christian. Corresponding to the three momenta which 
Hegel’s Zog:e distinguishes in the Conception (universal, par- 
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a reconciliation that is for the subject primarily a presup- 
position, hence is presented to him as accomplished. To all, 
without distinction of character, it, like everything else, is 
accessible only when it exists as a something perceptible to 
the senses ; thus it is this one God-man, whose history (not 
whose theory, for this by the later communion has been, 
in part, modified and, in part, set aside) exhibits the recon- 
ciliation between God and man as real. Then the death of 
this one displays the transition to that status in which the 
reconciliation which has become certain in him has universal 
spiritual presence. Such it is to be considered, in the third 
place ; z.e., the Idea is to be considered in the element of the 
communion. (This section also bears such relation to the two 
first, which considered the sovereignty of the Father and 
the Son, tnat in it the sovereignty of the Spirit is discussed.) 
Inasmuch as the reconciliation no longer exists as external, 
but has become inward, the true return of Christ has come 
to pass, the Comforter has come. The individual soul has 
thereby acquired the character of being a citizen in the 
Kingdom of God, a character that does not correspond to 
the present, and hence is conceived at the same time as 
future also, so that immortality becomes a settled doctrine in 
the Christian religion. The communion arises by the fact 
that what had appeared in Christ is changed into what is 
spiritual, in which, although the sensible forms the beginning- 
point, there is contained a negative relatipn to the former. 
The external attestation afforded by the transcendence of 
spirit over nature, where faith heals cripples, gives place to 
the more essential one afforded by the testimony of the spirit, 
to faith which consists in the circumstance that the spirit 
which exists in the individual consciousness constantly accumu- 
lates itself out of it; out of the ferment of the finite the spirit 
is exhaled, which is real in the communion and searches 
the depths of the Godhead. The Church, the reality of the 
communion, exists through the theory of faith. This has its 
origin in the Church through the instrumentality of science, and 
is promulgated by a class of teachers, and embraces, through 
baptism, even the child, which, now, finds already prepared 
for it reconciliation as well as speech, morals, etc., and has 
by living to learn the meaning of it. The heart of life in the 
Church is sacrifice ; hence the Sacrament, which is recognised 
in its truth only in the Lutheran conception of it. But the 
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of its freedom, of which the highest is that in which it frees 
itself from all division, is reconciled and knows itself to be 
free. Since it is everywhere the absolute Idea which has 
been considered, the system is Absolute Idealism; since 
absolute Idea and reason are the same, we have called it 
Panlogism. But philosophy is not given merely with the 
knowledge of its organic character, but presupposes also a 
knowledge of how it came by this; hence in the system of 
Hegel the Zıstory of Philosophy, since in it philosophy is 
comprehended and reason is exhibited in the course of its 
development, becomes an integrant part of philosophy. It 
brings together beginning and end in so far as it is shown that _ 
what the present age possesses as self-conscious rationality 
results from the labour of all preceding generations, inasmuch 
as what each of these expressed as its world-view and wisdom 
is preserved, and is contained demonstrably, in the philosophy 
of the present, z.e., the thought-comprehension of the sub- 
stance of our age. Hegel boasts that in his Zogzc no category 
has been overlooked which any philosophy has ever declared 
to be the highest. (He has even supposed that he could 
point out in the order of time in which they prevailed the 
same succession as his Zogze follows, —a thing that he soon 
abandoned.) Here, as in his PAenomenology, Hegel defines 
the relation of philosophy to other forms of spiritual activity 
as follows: it first makes its appearance where a breach with 
actuality has taken place, where a certain form of life has 
become old; it paints grey in grey, and finds in the ideal 
sphere the reconciliation which is no longer presented in 
actuality. Particularly with religion, it enters first into a rela- 
tion of harmony, then into one of opposition, and at last into 
that in which philosophy does full justice to the content of 
religion, as does the philosophy of the present age, which 
originated within Christianity. Since Hegel’s treatment of 
the History of Philosophy became known to the world only 
through his lectures (Wks., xiii., xiv., xv.), which were gathered 
from students’ lecture-notes of various periods, it shows a 
great want of proportion as regards completeness. Greek 
Phuosopky, from Thales to the Neo-Platonists, extends into 
the third volume, the Medieval Period ıs run through with 
“seven-league boots,” Modern Philosophy occupies, it is true, 
a much greater number of pages, but is the most hastily 
treated part. In the period of the latest German philosophy, 
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originally a jurist; in 1822 professor of philosophy in Breslau, 
after 1824 in Halle; died Sept. ı7th, 1861, in Friedrichsrode 
in Thuringia), whose Zeligion ın its Inner Relation to Science 
(1822) Hegel introduced with a preface which occasioned a 
sensation by a bitter attack on Schleiermacher, and who in the 
year 1825 published his Zeetures on Goethe's Faust (delivered 
in Halle), in which what is admirable has been overlooked be- 
cause of its bombastic style and of certain particulars. To the 
Outlines of the Philosophy of Logic (1826) ıs also to be added 
the Genesis of Knowledge (1835), which appeared, of course, 
after Hegel's death. The later works of Hinrichs, in which 
he attempts to write in a more readable style and for a larger 
public, viz., Schillers Poems (1837), Political Lectures (1844), 
have much less scientific value than the Zistory of the Phuo- 
sophy of Rıght and the State (1848-52), which obviously is 
more a collection of materials for a book than a book. In 
the year 1852 appeared his ÄArzags (an attempt to present the 
various forms of the kingdoms that have appeared in history, 
as moments of the complete modern kingdom), and his Zz/e zn 
Nature. He was labouring on a great work on the History of 
the Earth when death removed him. In Berlin, there was one 
of the first to ally himself with Hegel, LEoroLD von HENNIRG, 
who published in 1824 a little book, Principles of Ethics; at 
the same time he contributed much, as Docert and as editor 
of the Berliner Jahrbücher, to the spreading of Hegel's 
doctrine Later he passed over entirely to the political 
sciences, and died as ordinary professor ın the University 
of Berlin in the year 1866. Also Karr Lupwis MicHELET 
(born in Berlin on the 4th of Dec., 1801 ; after 1829 extraor- 
. dinary professor of philosophy in Berlin) was originally a jurist, 
but early went over entirely to philosophy, in which he was 
active, first in the sphere of Ethics, as is proved by his 
Ethis of Aristotle (1827), and his System of Morals (1828). 
He gave, even in the life-time of Hegel, lectures on the most 
modern philosophy, out of which originated his work to be 
mentioned later. Heınrıch Gustav HorHo (born in Berlin 
May 22nd, 1802 ; died as professor there, Dec. 24th, 1873), 
likewise originally a jurist, passed, under Hegel’s guidance, 
over to philosophical and particularly &sthetic studies, the 
fruits of which he first embodied in a romance (Te Unknown) 
which was printed only for a few friends, until they later 
appeared entirely recast in his Preliminary Studies fo Art 
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(May ıst, 1780 to May zıst, 1846) showed in the second, 
entirely revised, edition of his Dogmatis (1827) how 
thoroughly he had studied the system of his friendly colleague, 
and by his lectures led many theologians to Hegel. More 
decisive, almost, as regards the position of Hegel’s system 
with reference to theology, than the works of these two men, 
whose method of presentation did not facilitate comprehension, 
was a non-theologian, CARL FRIEDRICH GÖSCHEL (born Oct. 
zth, 1781, in Langensalza, for a long time counsellor of the 
provincial court in Naumburg, later, as president of the Con- 
sistory, partly in Berlin, living partly in Magdeburg, died on 
the 22nd of Sept., 1861, in Naumburg), who, in an anonymous 
work, very highly esteemed by Daub (Or Goethe's Faust and 
ıts Continuation, Leipsic, 1824), had already shown his acquaint- 
ance with Hegel’s works, published in the year ı829 his 
work, signed only by his initials, APAorısms on Non-Knowledge 
and Absolute Knowledge, which Hegel welcomed with a 
“orateful pressure of the hand,” and from which he borrowed 
literally certain statements to insert in his Encyclopzdia 
as his own. Gschel at the same time applied the principle 
of this philosophy to legal subjects, as appears from his 
Scattered Leaves (3 vols., 1832-42). His later works will be 
discussed further below. Also the first works of JoHann 
Karı FRIEDRICH RoSENKRANZ (born on the 23rd of April, 1805; 
after 1833 professor of philosophy in Königsberg), who was 
attracted to Berlin by both Schleiermacher and Hegel, but 
who gradually allied himself wholly with the latter, appeared 
during Hegel’s life. "There were, not only the smaller literary 
historical works, and the /Zzstoryof German Poetry in the Midale 
Ages (1830), with which connect themselves, later, the ZZand- 
book of a Universal History of Poetry, but also his admirable 
review of Schleiermachers Theory of Faith, and his Encyclo- 
pedia of the Theological Sciences (1831). An almost idolatrous 
follower of Hegel, at first, was JoHANN GEORG MussMan, who 
died as professor in Halle, after the earlier slavish dependence 
had given place to just as morbid a cavilling with the theory 
of the master. His Texi-Book of the Science of the Soul 
(1827), as also his Outlines of the Unwersal History of Philo- 
sophy (1830), present the first applications of Hegelian prin- 
ciples to Psychology and the History of Philosophy, upon 
which first ata later period other and better ones based them- 
selves. Thatthe greatest physiologist of our century, JOHANNES 
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among those who not only rejected, like Herbart and Scho- 
penhauer, those two one-sided systems, but sought also to re- 
concile them, appeared Schelling, who had meanwhile become 
a theosophist ; so that in his person alternated the two world- 
views, the reconciliation of which had been the third problem 
of modern philosophy, and which, as the szr?r division (8 
324-328) proved, had meantime, in Oken and Baader entered 
into the most complete opposition to one another. The course 
which the latest philosophy has passed over, and the reason 
why the title of Concluding Systems, was given to its last 
division, may be represented to the eye ın a table; re- 
garding which it should be remarked that the sign =, is 
intended to indicate combination, the sign |, on the contrary, 
opposition, and that the $$ mentioned refer to the present 
Outlines : | 














I. Critico-Realistic | Critico-Sceptical 
Realism=Idealism. - Dögmatism. '!| : Idealism. 
EEE > BE Äl 
Locke and Hume = Leibnitz and Maimon and 
Reinhold. 
Berkeley. 8 307. Beck. 
SS 280-282=$$ 288 and 291. | 8 308. (Krause, 
II. g Critical | Critical $ 327.) 
Individualism = Pantheism. 2 Individualism. Pantheism. 
L.6., 8 f L.e., Hegel, 
a} - (Seventeenth | © Science of | System of 8 329. 
— & . 
Century ° Century. ° Knowledge. Identity. 
S 274-294=S 264-273. I 311-313. $ 318. 
1 m m—mmmmmm— 
III Modern Modern 
Cosmosophy = Theosophy. Naturalism. Theosophy. 
L.e., L.6., 
Antiquity = Middle Ages, Oken. Baader. 
8 15-115 = 116-256. $ 325, 2, 3. $ 325, 5-9. 








2. Krause’s assertion that his theory may be designated by 
all the names of schools hitherto in use; or, Hegel’s, which 
comes to the same thing, that his system has taken up into 
itself all earlier systems, has been, as regards the latter, really 
confirmed even by opponents of the system, if one takes them 
altogether. There is scarcely a standpoint that would not 
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Meier 290, ı. 291, . 292, ı. 1% 
293, « 9. 297, 1. 208, 2. 301, 2% 

Meiners 294, e. 303, 2 

Melanchthon 268, ı. 

Melissus 305 ı. 

Mendelssohn, Benj. 294, s Lit. 

Mendelssohn, Moses 283,» 293,1. » 
ss 294, 1.1. 8 9®. 10. 12. 18. 14. 15 10. 
297, 1. 298, » 300, ». 30I, ı. 
303,2. 304 «3 

Merian 294, ı®. 2. s. 208, ». 

Mersenne 266. 267, ı. 263, ı. 

Mesland 267, s. 268, ». 

Metz 319, e. 

Meyer, J. Bona 300, » Lit. 

Meyer, Ludw. 268, .. 272, 2939,» ' 

Michaelis 293, s. 314, » 

Michelet 329, »*. 

Milton 280, «. 294, ı% 

Mirabaud 286, ». 

Miron 279%, & 

Möser 293, e. 1. 303, » 

Moliere 268, =. 

Molitor 319, s. e®. 

Montaigne 267. 268,1. 270,. 277, 
.2. 2094, ıı. 


ae ee EEE u — 





Montesquieu 280, :®, 232, . 283, 
1.0 284,0 285, 2. 293,6 294,8. 
300, s. 301, 1. 

More 268, ı. 278, 1.9. u 288, =. 
2090, ı8. 

Morelly 286, ı. 

Morgan 293, s. 

Moriniere 270, ». 

Moritz 292, :®. 

Morteira 272, ı. 

v. Moser 293, «. 

Moses 278, ». 294, ıs. 

Mosheim 278, s Lit. 293, s 

Müller, Ant. 304, r. 

Müller, Jac. Fr. 290, ». 

Müller, Joh. 329, ıo. 

Mussmann 329, ı0®. 


N. 


Naigeon 286, s Lit. >. 
Neeb 304, :. 

Nees of Esenbeck 319, » 
Nettelblatt 290, ». 

Newton 281,2. 283, . 294, & ıı. 
207,1. 301,35 -319, 1. 329, % 
Nicolai 293, 2. 294, ı. 7.» ı0®. 11. ıs. 12. 

ı. 305, % 305,1. 314, 1. 319, 1. 
Nicolaus of Cusa 294, ı. 304, : 
Nicole 268, >. 

Niethammer 314, » 

Niewentyt 293, «. 

Nitsch 303, » 

Norris 268, ». 270, e 291,2.» 
Novalis 314, « 315,» e 


O. 


Oerstedt 322, >. 

Oken 318,0. 322, ..1% 325, 1-®, 
.s0 320,1.2% 327, »1 329. 
“ 330, ı. 

Oldenburg 272, ı. 

Oncken 282, » Lit. 

Origen 302, « 

Oswald 292, «. 


P. 


Paracelsus 277,» 325, « 


ı Parker 268, s. 
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Parmenides 264. 273, « 
Parr 291, » Lit. 

Pascal 268, ». 304, « 


Pauli, R. 268, «. 
Paulus, Dr. 271, ı Lit. 
Pertz 288, ı Lit. 
Pestalozzi 313, ». 
Petermann 268, « 
Philo 294, « 295. 
Pichler 288, s Lıt. 
Picot 266. 

Placentius 268, « 

Placius 272, ıs. 

Plato 278, =. 288,». 2090, ıs, 1. 204, 
» 296, 301, 6. 308, 1. 315. 
318,» 321I,.7 323,» 524 

Platner 303, s. 305, s. 307, ı. 

Plutarch 294, e. 

Poelitz 297, =. 

Poiret 272, ı. 278, «®. 

Pollat 268, ». 

Pope 294, ı«. 

Premontval 294, « ». 

Prevost 292, 0. 294, 5®. 

Price 292, e. 

Priestley 292, :. 

Protagoras 294, ı. 

Pütter 294, « 

Pufendorf 289, s and «*.s... 290, ı.». 
&% 12% 

Pyrrho 301, e. 302, u 

Pythagoras 278, a. 


31, ne 


280, s. 


Q. 


Quanz 294, ıo. 
Quesnay 282, s, 
Quesnel 270, ı. ». 
Quintus Icilius 294, ı« 


R. 


Raey 268, 2. « 

Ramus 290, ». ı«. 

Raspe 288, ı Lit. 

Regis 268, s. 270, s. 

Regius, H. 268, ». 

Rehberg 297, ». 303, s*. 310. 

Reid 268, :. 281,:. 282, 2... 292, «*. 
67. 304, 5 


Reimarus 293, «®.:. 0. 294, ®. 


INDEX. 


Reimarus, Jr. 294, ». 

Reinbeck 290, ». 294, =. 

Reinhard 305, s. 

Reinhold, E. 307 Lit. 

Reinhold, K.L. 294, ı. 296,«. 2908, 
s. 300, 1. 303, 1.3. +. 5. 305, » 306, 
..2. 307°. 308, .2.2.0.307. 8 1. 
309, 1.2 3I0. 311,1 » 312,.« 
313,2 3I, 22 315.1. 318, 
“5 3109, 1. 320, 2.3. 322, s. 324 
325, «. 326, 2. 330, 1 

Rembold 304, :. 

Remusat 303, :. 

Renery 268, ». ‚ 

Retz (Cardinal) 268, ». 

Reusch 290, ». 

Revius 268, ». « 

Rhegenius 268, « 

Ribov 290, ». 

Richelieu 296, ». 

Ringier 290, ». 

Rink 297, s Lit. 

Ritter H. 305, ı. 

Robertson 292, s. 

Robespierre 314, « 

Robinet 285, s®. 293, «. 

Rochefoucauld 284, ı. 

v. Rochow 293, ı*. 294, ı0. 

Roellius 268, ». 

Rötscher 329, ı0*. 

Rohault 268, :. >. 

Romagnosi 283, 1. 


281,» 


Rosenkranz 286, ı Lit. 297, » s 
Lit. 329, ı0*. 

Roth 304, » Lit. 

Rousseau 280, » 285, » 286, = 


292, 2.3%.o.r. 293, .0.r.6 29% 
2.6. ı8 206, 2. 301, 1. 303, 4. 30% 
«6. 320, 2. 325, %. 329, % 

Royer-Collard 292, « 

Rübel 290, ». 

Rüdiger 290, ı2®, ıs. 

Ruhnken 301, « 


S 
Sack 293, s. 
le Sage 294, s. 304, « 
Salat 304, 1. 317, «. 319, % 
Saling 329, ıo. 
Salzmann 293, r. 
Sanchez 267, ı. 


INDEX. 


Say 282, ». 

Schad 311, ı. 314, ». 

Schalbruch 268, + Lit. 

Schaller 315, ı Lit. 

Schaumann 314, ». 

Schelling 269, ». 294, r. 296, «. 301, 
“. 304, 305,25 307, 1. 311, 
314, 2 315, 1.2. 316, ». 317-318®., 
319, 1.2. 24.56 7.8 320, ı 2 3 
321, u 2 1. 323°. 324. 325, ». 
u. 85.0.0 326,2» 327. 328. 329, 
.2. 2.653.706 0% 330, 1. 

Scherzer 288, ı. 

Schiller 294, 1... 303, «®. 314, =» 
318, « 

Schilling 290, ». 

Schlegel, A. W. 317, =» 318, 6 

Schlegel, Fr. 311, . 314, » »®. « 


315, sand. ser. 316, 1. 317, 2% 

318,» 319,6 322, » 
Schleiermacher 2381 Lit. 294, 2. 1. 

311,1. 314, « 315,» 0-10*. 316, 1. 


319, 2. 321,7. 322, ı. 329, 1. 6 10 

Schlosser, C. F. 285 Lit. « 293 Lit. 

Schlosser, G. 293, 1. 

Schmid, Carl Chr. Ehrh. 292, ı. 303, 
. 314, 1.2. 319, 1 

Schmidt, Laur. 293, « 

Schmidt, P. 272, e. 315, » Lit. 

Schopenhauer 304, « 321, ı. »-ı2®. ı=. 
323, 1. 326, ı. 329, =» 330, ı. 

Schreiber 290, ». 

Schubert, G. H. 319, 2. *. e ı 

Schubert (in Königsb.) 297, » Lit. 

Schütz 303, ı. 

Schuler 268, ». 

Schultz, Fr. Alb. 293, ». 

Schultz-Schultzenstein 329, ıo. 

Schulz (Zopf-) 293, ». 

Schulze, G. E. 305, ». 308, 2*. 309, 2. 
3II,ı. 314,2. 317, ı. 319, . 

Schulze, Johann 309, ı. 

Schulze, Johannes 329, ı. 

Schumann 294, ı=. 

Schwab 303, ». 

Schwebing 268, «. 

Schweizer 315, : Lit. 

Schwenckfeld 268, ı. 

Seckendorff 289, «. 

Semler 293, s®. 1. 

Sengler 317, «. 

Sevigne 268, =. 


294, 1. 
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Sextro 288, 1. 

Shaftesbury 280, ı. 281. s®. «. 
284, ». 285, ». 286, ı. 
301, ı. 

Shakespeare 318, s, 

Sherlock 285, ı. 

Sidney 280, «. 

Sietze 329, ıo. 

Sigwart, Chr. 272, ı Lit. e. 

Sinclair 319, 6. 

Smith, Adam 281, :. 
0 303,3 

Soave, 283, ıo 

Socrates 294, » 296, «. 302, & 309, 
1. 315, 5. 3209, ı0. 

Solger 315, » 322, u. »%. «. ı 
32% « 

Spalding 293, » 294, ıs. 

Spallanzani 2853, ». 

Spener 289, s. 293, » 

Sperlette 268 «. 

van der Speyk 272, ı. 

Spicker 281, s Lit. 

Spinoza 267, s. 268, « s. 269, s. 270, 
“ 272°. 273,1.2.2 277,4.» 278, 
« 280, 1. 281, ». 282, » 283, = 
288, 1.2.2.0.0 289,2 =. 200, 1. 
291, ı. 292, . 2094, & 7. ©. 12. 13. 14 
297,3. 301, 1.0 303,» 304, 24 5 
305, ». 312,1. 313,0. 314, 2. 315, 
. 2. - 316,2. 317,2. 318, . 0%». 
320, 2». 322,3 323, 2» 324. 325, & 
327, 328. 329, 2.200 

Mme de Stacl 303, » 

Stahl 317, ». 

Stark 294, ı0. 

Starke 297, » Lit. 

Stattler 293, «. 305, ». 

Steflens 315, & 318,20 322, ı. 
0, 1. 323,“ 325,» 329, « 

Steinbart 293, ı*. 

Steuart 282, s. 

Stewart, Dugald 29:, »* 

Stirling 292, s Lit. 

Stosch 272, ıs. 

Strauss, David 285, » Lit. 
294, s» Lit. 319 = 

Stryck 289, s. 

Sturm 268, « 

Stutzmann 319, ». 

Süssmilch 292, ı. 304, ». 

Sulzer 29, 437.9 


282, :. 
294, % 14. 


282, 0*. o 284, 


6. 204, 5 


203 «. 
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Swedenborg 319, » 
Symmer 317, ı 


T. 


Tauentzien 294, ı=. 
Tauler 278, «. 
‚Taurellus 288, ı. 
Teller 293, s. 294, ıs. 
Tencin 285, «. 
Tetens 292, ı. 294, », ı. 307, ı. 
Thales 329, ». 
Thanner 319, ». 
Thebesius 29o, ». 
Tholuck 293 Lit. 
Thomas Aquinas, 267, ». 
272,6. 273,» 288, :. 
Thomas & Kempis, 278, «. 
Thomasius, Chr. 289, ». s-«®. 29o, 
1.2.36 8& 12. 203, 2. 3 & 9 
300, s. 

Thomasius, Jacob 288, ı. 289, s. 

Thomassin 270, s». 

Thorschmidt 293, :. 

Thümmig 29o, ». 

Tiedemann 303, ». 

Tieftrunk 297, s Lit. 

Tindal 285, ı. 293, » 

Tissot 303, >. 

Töllner 293, «*. 

Toland 280, & 281, s. 283, =». 285, 
ı®, . 

de Tracy 286, «. 303, ». 

Trendelenburg 272, ı. c. 

Treuner 2go, ». 

Treviranus 319, s. 

Trinius 293,5. 

Troxler 319, 7. s®, 322, s. 325, « 

Trullard 303, :. 

Tschimhausen 272, .» «a « 289, .*. 
3.5 200, ı. 

Turgot 282, e. 

Tumbull 281, :. 292, « 

Twesten 315, z. 

Twesten, K. 303 Lit. 


268, 1. 


Ulrich 303, s. 


294, 1. 


. . . 
u 


INDEX. 


V 


Vatet 268, =. 

le Vayer 277, 1.» 

Velthusen, 272, ı». 

Vico 268, s. 

Villers 303, s. 

van Vlooten 272, ı Lit. 

Voetius 268, ı. ». 

Vogt 326, ı. 

Voigt 303, s Lit. 

Volder 268, ». 

Volney v. Chasseboeuf. 

Voltaire 283, s. 285, ı*, 
293, 1.2.6. 294, ıı. 

Vorländer 281 Lit. 

Vossius, Gerh. 277, « 

Vossius, Isaac 377, « 

de Vries 272, ı. e. 


292, 2 e. 


W. 


Wagner, Gabr. 268, «. 

Wagner, Joh. Jacob 319, ı*. s. 322, s 
325, «. 327,2.0 328. 329, = 

Wagner, T. 268, «. 

Walcher 290, ». 

Waldschmidt 268, «. 

Washington 296, ». 

Weigel, Erh. 289, :. :. 

van Weiller 304, :. 319, ı. 

Weishaupt 293, »®. 

Weiss, Chr. 305, :*. 319 = 329, ı. 

Weiss, Jacob Fr. 292, :. 

Weisse, Chr. F. 294, ıo. 

Weissenborn 315, « Lit. 

Welsh 292, e. 

Werner, Abr. Gottl. 322, « 

Wessely 294, s. 

de Wette 304, e. 305, ı. 

Weyland 303, :. 

Whiston 285, ı. 

Wieland 307, ı. 

William III., 280, «. 

William of Orange 28o, ı. 

Willich 303, s. 

Willmann 302, o. 

Winckelmann 294, ı. 301, e. 304, ı 
318, e. 

Windischmann 314, « Lit. 319, >. :. 

de Witt 272, ı. 

Witte, J. H. 308, : Lit. 
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Wittich 268, ». 272, ı=. 
Wizenmann 304, « s. ı®, 
Wöllner 297, s. Xenophanes 325, «. 
Wolff 268, « 272, & 287. 288, ». 
290, 2-e®. 9. 10. 11. 1%. 1. 291, 1. 
292, .. 293, 2.009. 204, 2, 5 z 
ı. 2097, 1. 298, . 300, 2.4.8 ı. 
301, 2. 303, 2. 3II,s, 320,» 321, | v. Zedlitz 294, ıo. 


71. 327, % Zeller 287 Lit. 
Wolke 293, r. Zeno, the Eleatic 305, ı. 
Wollaston 281, s®. «. 282, ». 284, ı. Zimmermann 305, ır. 
Woolston 285, ı. v. Zimmermann, J. G. 293, s. 


Wronsky 303, s. Zirngiebl 304, s Lit. 
Wiistemann 29o, ıs. Zwack 293, ». 


u 


PR 


